Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing tliis resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for in forming people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http: //books .google .com/I 



* , V 



ZiZt. /<^3^ 




• f 



AARON'S ROD BLOSSOMING; 



OS, 



THE DHINE ORDINANCE 



OF 



/ 



CHURCH GOVERNMENT YINDICATED; 



so A8 THE PRESENT ERA8TIAN CONTROTERST CONCERFINO 

THE DISTINCTION OF CIVIL AND ECCLESIASTICAL OOYERNMENI, EXCOMMUNICATION AND SITSPENSION, 

IS FULLT DEBATED AND DISCUSSED, FROM THE HOLT SCRIPTURE, FROM THE JEWISH AND 

CHRISTIAN ANTIQUITIES, FROM THE CONSENT OF LATER WRITERS, FROM 

THE TRUE NATURE AND RIGHTS OF MAOISTRACT, 

AND 

FROM THE 0R0UNDLE8SNESS OF THE CHIEF OBJECTIONS MADE AGAINST THE PRESBTTERIAL 
GOVERNMENT, IN POINT OF A DOMINEERING ARBITRARY UNLIMITED POWER. 



BY GEORGE GILLESPIE, 

MINISTER AT EDINBURGH. 



For ante ui s ohlld U bam, onto ns a ion la given, and the govenunent duJl be upon hia dioalder.— /m. Iz. 8. 
Let the elden that rale well be counted worthy of double honour.—! Ttm. r. l7. 
And the aplrlte of the prophete are gul))eet to the prophet*, for Ood ia not the author of oonfttrion but of peace.— 1 Oor. ziv. 8S, 33. 
Ne forte aut iadiadpUnata patlentia foveat Inlquitatem, ant Impatiena dtadpUna dlnlpet unltatam.^^««riM(. Ub.ognira Donat. pott eeOat. cap. 4. 



EDINBURGH : 
ROBERT OGLE, AND OLIVER & BOYD. 

M. OGLE & SON AND WILLIAM COLLINS, GLASGOW. 

D. DEWAR, PERTH. A. BROWN & CO., ABERDEEN. W. M'COMB, BELFAST. 

HAMILTON, ADAMS & CO., AND JAMES NISBET & CO., LONDON. 

MDCCCXLIV. 



[Published by Authority. 

London, Printed by £. G. for Sichard Whitaker, at the ngne of the 
Kinga Artnea in Patdi Cbuich-yaid. 1646,] 



ADVERTISEMENT. 



Thess are few conversant with the Works of the Scottish Beformers who do not 
appreciate the talent and learnings and admire the style of composition and eloquence 
diqikyed in the writings of Gsorgs Gillespie. Asr his Works have always been held 
in high estimation, and have been long exceedingly rarOi and, consequently, high in 
price, the publication of a Complete Edition of his Works has been suggested by seve- 
ral Gentlemen of judgment and discrimination. 

With that object in view the Publisher now issues his " Aaron's Rod Blossoming," 
which will be immediately followed by his *' Dispute against English Popish Gere- 
monies," and '^ A Treatise of Miscellany Questions," together with his ^^ Journal of 
the Westminster Assembly of Divines," (a work which has never before been printed,) 
and his Minor Controversial Pieces and Sermons. An Account of his Life and Writings, 
to form a prefix, will also be published, together with Title-page, Index, &c., to complete 
the Work. 

It is expected that the Series will form One large handsome Volume, printed in a 
superior manner ; and the Public will thus have in a collected form, for the first time, 
the Complete Writings of one of the greatest ornaments of our Church. 
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Errata. — Vnge 20, col. 2, line 2 of note, for iT^ J read ^y^y P. 25, 1. 6, note, for ^ read J. 
P, 26, e. 2, 1. 27, for 3 read 3. P. 59, c. 2. line 5 from bottom, for *^ read "f. P. 60, 1. 1 1 
from bottom^ for *^J read *^J. P. 190, c. 2, 1. 4 from bottom, for *1QX >^^^d "^DM* 



MM. M>J»fcJ«>^— ^^iJ^I>.1at^M..>i^MMmM>««»»^Ji n ■«« ■l».»».^^i»Ji».«^«p^« 



11 



CONTENTS. 



Dbdication, . ' 
Author's PbxfacIi 



Paob. 
XV, 

xvii. 



THE FIRST BOOK. 



OF THE JEWISH CHURCH GOVERNMENT, 



Chap. I. — That if the Erastians could prove what they allege oonceming the Jewish 
church government, yet, in that particular, the Jewish church could not be a pre- 
cedent to the Christian, ••••.. 

The Jewish church a pattern to us in such things as were not typical or temporal. If it could be 
prored that the Jews had no supreme sanhedrim but one, and it such as had the power of cItII 
magistracTy yet there are four reasons for which that could be no precedent to the Christian 
church. Where the constitution, manner of proceedings, and power of the sanhedrim are 
touched. Of their aynagoga magna, wliat it was. That the priests had great power and autho- 
rity, not only in occasional synods, but in the civil sanhedrim itself. 

Chap. II. — That the Jewish church was formallj distinct from the Jewish state or 
commonwealth, ..••... 

We are content that the Erastians i^tpeal to the Jewish goremment. Seven distinctions between 
the Jewish church and the Jewish state. Of the proselytes of righteousness, and that they were 
embodied into the Jewish church, not into the Jewish state. 

Chap. III. — That the Jews had an ecclesiastical sanhedrim and goremment distinct 
from the civil, . .•••«•• 

Divers authors dted for the ecclesiastical sanhedrim of the Jews. The first institution thereof, 
Exod. xziv. That the choosing and calling forth of these seventy elders is not c<Hneident with 
the choosing of the seventy elders mentioned Num. zi, nor yet with the choosing of judges, 
Exod. xviU. The institution of two co-ordinate governments cleared from Beut xvii. A dis- 
tinct ecclesiastical government settled by David, I Chron. xxii. 26. The same distinction of civil 
and church government revived by Jehoshaphat, 2 Chron. xix. That text vindicated. Two dis- 
tinct courts, one ecclesiastical, another civil, proved from Jer. xxvi. Another argument for an 
ecclesiastical senate from Jer. xviiL 18. Who meant by the wise men of the Jews ? Another ar- 
gument from Ezek. vii. 26. Another from 2 Kings vi. 32 ; Ezek viii. I. Another from Psal. 
cvii. 32. Another from Zech. vii. 1—3. That EzeL xlii. 9 seemeth to hold forth an ecclesiasti- 
cal sanhedrim. That the council of the chief priests, elders and scribes, so often mentioned in 
the gospel, and in the Acts of the apostles, was an ecclesiastical sanhedrim, and not a civil court of 
justice, as Erastus and Mr Prynne suppose ; which is at length proved. That the civil sanhe- 
drim, which had power of life and death, did remove from Jerusalem forty years before the de- 
struction of the temple and city, and, consequently, near three years before the death of Christ. 
The great objection, that neither the Talmud nor Talmudical writers do distinguish a civil and 
an ecclesiasticabl sanhedrim answered. Finally, Those who are not convinced that there was a 
distinct ecclesiastical sanhedrim among the Jews, may yet by other mediums be convinced that 
there was a distinct ecclesiastical government among the Jews ; as, namely, the priest's judgment 
of cleanness or undeanness, and so of admitting or shutting out. 

Chap. IV. — That there was an ecclesiastical excommunication among the Jews; and 
wnar iv was. ..•••... 

Fifteen witnesses brought for the ecclesiastical excommunication among the Jews, all of them 
learned in the Jewish antiquities. Of the twenty-four causes of the Jewish excommunication, 
which were looked upon formally qym scandals, not qua injuries. Of the three degrees of their 

b 



19 



excommunication, niddvi, eJierem, and schammcUa. The manner and form of their excommunica- 
tion showeth that it was a solemn! ecclesiastical censure. Formula anathematia. The'excommu- 
nication of the Cnthites. The excommunication among the Jews was a public and judicial act ; 
and that a private or extra-judicial excommunication was void, if not ratifed by the court. The 
effects of the Jewish excommunication. That such as were excommunicated by the greater ex- 
communication were not admitted to come to the temple. He that was excommunicated with the 
lesser excommunication was permitted to come, yet not as other Israelites, but as one publicly 
bearing his shame. The end of their excommunication was spiritual. 

Chap. V. — Of the cutting off from among tlie people of God frequently mentioned in 

XiHQ l&Wy ■•■••••• 

The sense of the Hebrew word {^"^3 scanned. That the commination of cutting off a man from 
his people, or from the congregation of Israel, is neither meant of eternal death, nor of dying 
without children, nor of capital punishment from the hand of the magistrate, nor yet of cutting 
off by the immediate hand of God for some secret sin. Reasons brought against all these. That 
excommunication was meant by that cutting off, proved by six reasons. 
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Chap. VI. — Of the casting out of the synagogue, 

The casting out of the synagogue is understood by inter 
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The casting out of the synagogue is understood by interpreters and others to be an excommuni- 
cation from the church assemblies, and not a civil punishment. Eight considerations to prove 
this. That he who was cast out of the synagogue was shut out, not only from the company and 
fellowship of men, but from the place of public sacred assemblies. It cannot be proved, that he 
who was cast out of the synagogue was free to enter into the temple. The casting out of the sy- 
nagogue was abased by the Pharisees, as the casting out of the church by Diotrephes. 

Chap. VII. — Other scriptural arguments to prove an excommunication in the Jewish 

church, . . . . . . . .34 

That the separation from the congregation, Ezra x. 8, was excommunication. Josephus explained 
in this particular. Of the devoting of a man's substance as holy to the Lord, which was joined 
with the excommunication. What meant by the cursing, Neh. vii. 22. That the it^§^igf»^ or se- 
parating mentioned Luke xilL 25, was excommunication, or a segregation not from civil fellow- 
ship only, but from sacred or church communion. The ecclesiasticfd use of that word touched. 

Chap. VIII. — Of the Jewish exomologesis, or public declaration of repentance by 

confession of sin, ........ 36 

The heathens had their public declaration of repentance from the Jews. The Jewish exomologesis 
proved from the imposition of hands upon the head of the sacrifice. The law. Lev. v. 6, did also 
appoint confession of sin to be made at the offering of a trespass-offering, — which confession 
was made in the temple, and in the priest's hearing. The law of confessing sin. Num. v. 6, 7, ex- 
plained, and divers particulars concerning confession deduced from it. Other proofs of the Jewish 
confession of sins from John ix. 24. Also from that which intervened between their excommunica- 
tion and their absolution. From Ezra x. 10, 11. That David's confession, Psal. li., was published 
in the temple, after ministerial conviction by Nathan. That if there be necessity of satisfying an 
offended brother, how much more of satisfying an offended church. 

Chap. IX. — Whether, in the Jewish church, there was any suspension or exclusion 
of profane, scandsJous, notorious sinners, from partaking in the public ordinances 
with the rest of the children of Israel in the temple, ... 41 

The affirmative is proved by plain and full testimonies of Philo and Josephus, beside some late wri- 
ters well acquainted with the Jewish antiquities. That the publican, Luke xviii., came not into 
the court of Israel, but into the court of the GTentiles. Nor can it be proved that he was a pro- 
line publican so much as in the opinion of the Pharisees and Jews. That the temple into which 
the adulteress was brought, John viii., was also the court of the GTentiles ; neither was she admit- 
ted into the temple for worship, but brought thither for a public trial and sentence. Seven scrip- 
tural arguments brought to prove an exclusion of the scandalous and known pro&ne persons 
from the temple. Somewhat dejure Zelotarum, What esteem the Hebrews had of an heretical 
or Epicurean Israelite. That the temple of Jerusalem was a type of Christ (which is instanced in 
ten particulars), and had a sacramental holiness in it, so that the analogy is not to be drawn to . 
an exclusion of profane persons from the word preached, but from the sacrament. 

Chap. X. — A debate with Mr Prynne concerning the exclusion of profane, scan- 
dalous persons from the passover, ..... 47 

The analogy of the law of the passover, as Mr Prynne understandeth it, will militate strongly 
against that which himself yieldeth. That the unclean might be kept back from the passover 
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longer tlutn a month. That they were kept back by an authoritatiye restraint, and were cut off if 
they did eat in their uncleanness. That some unclean persons were not put out of the camp, nor 
from the company of men, but from the tabernacle and holy things only. That all unclean per- 
sons were not suspended from all ordinances. That scandsdous and flagitious persons were not 
admitted to a trespass-offering (which was a reconciling ordinance^, much less to the passoTer 
(which was a sealing ordinance) without a public penitential confession of their sin. Mr Prynne's 
replies to this argument of mine confuted. 

Chap. XI. — A conftitation of the strongest arguments of Erastus, namely, those drawn 

from the law of Moses, . ^ . . . . . .51 

The strength of these arguments put together, which is not only enerrated, but retorted. That 
the confession of sin required, Lev. y. 5, Num. ▼. 6, 7, was a confession of the particular sin by 
word of mouth ; and that this confession was required even in criminal and capital cases. That 
moral as well as ceremonial uncleanness was a cause of sequestration from the sanctuary, yea, 
much more, the moral uncleanness being more hateful to God, more hurtful and infective to 
God's people. That the exclusion of the unclean, under the law, could not so fitly signify the ex- 
clusion from the kingdom of heayen as from communion with the church in this life. That this 
legal type did certainly signify a sequestration of scandalous, or morally unclean persons from 
church communion under the New Testament, is proyed from Isa. lii. 1 ; 2 Cor. vi. 14 — 17, also 
from the exposition of Peter's vision, Acts x. That among the Jews such as attended a litigious 
action, or at least a capital judgment, upon the preparation day, were thought defiled, and not al- 
lowed to eat the passorer. That it was not left to a man's free will to judge of his own clean- 
ness or uncleanness, nor to expiate his sin when he pleased. That the universal precept for all 
that were circumcised to eat the passover, doth admit of other exceptions beside those that were 
legally unclean, or in a journey. The great difference between iocrctments and scicrifieesy which 
ErastuB confoundeth. 

Chap. XII. — Fourteen arguments to prove that scandalous and presumptuous offen- 
ders against the moral law (though circumcised, and not being legally unclean) 
were excluded from the passover, ..... 56 

Known presumptuous and obstinate sinners were cut off from among their people, therefore not 
admitted to the passover. The Jews themselves held that moral as well as ceremonial unclean- 
ness did render them incapable of eating the passover. Who were esteemed heretical or apostate 
Israelites. Who Epicurean Israelites. That these and such like were not acknowledged to be in 
the communion of the church of Israel, nor was it allowed to speak or converse with them, much 
less that they should eat the passover. Grotius's argument, There was an excommunication for 
ceremonial uncleanness, therefore much more for moral uncleanness. What God did teach his 
people by the purging out of leaven. If the shew-bread might not be given to David's men un- 
less they had for some space before abstained from their wives, much less might known adulterers 
be admitted to the passover. Ezek. xxii. 26 discussed against Mr Coleman. The original words 
explained. Profane church members have the name of heathens and strangers. The qualifica- 
tions of- proselytes, without which they were not admitted to circumcision and the passover. 
That course was taken, Ezra x., that none defiled with unlawful marriages might eat the pass- 
over. By Erastus's principles the most scandalous conversation was not so hateful to God as le- 
gal uncleanness. The law of confessing sin, Lev. v.. Num. v., is meant of every known sin 
which was to be expiated by sacrifice, especially the more notorious and scandalous sins. 

Chap. XIII. — Mr Prynne's argument from 1 Cor. x. (which he takes to be unan- 
swerable) discussed and confuted, ..... 62 

Mr Prynne, in expounding that text of the passover, differeth both from the apostles and from 
Erastus himself. His argument (if good) will necessarily conclude against his own concessions. 
If scandalous sinners had been suspended from the manna and water of the rock, they had been 
suspended from their ordinary corporal meat and drink. That the scandalous sins mentioned by 
the Apostle were committed not before, but after, their eating of that spiritual meat, and drink- 
ing of that spiritual drink. The argument strongly retorted. The scandalous sins mentioned 
by the Apostle were national sins, and so come not home to the present question, which is of per- 
sons, not of nations. 

Appendix to the First Book, ...... 66 

The Erastians misrepresent the Jewish government. Their compliance with the Anabaptists in this 
particular. Their confounding of that which was extraordinary in the Jewish church with that 
which was the ordinary rule. Fourteen objections answered. Mr Prynne's great mistakes of 
Dent, xvii., 2 Chron. xix. The power and practice of the godly kings of Judah in the reforma- 
tion of religion cleared. The argument from Solomon's deposing of Abiatbar, and putting Zadock 
in his place, answered four ways. The priests were appointed to be as judges in other cases be- 
side those of leprosy and jealousy. 2 Chron. xxiii. 19, further scanned. A scandalous person was 
an unclean person both in the Scripture phrase and in the Jewish language. The sequestration 
of the unclean from the sanctuary no civil punishment. Of laws and causes civil and ecclesiasti- 
cal among the Jews. Of their scribes and lawyers. Some other observable passages of Maimoni- 
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des coac«rning exeommunication. What meant by " not entering into the congregation of the 
Lord,** Dent, xxiii. 1—3, and by " separating the mixed multitude/' Neh. xiiL 2. Fire reasons to 
prore that the meaning of these places is not in reference to cIyU dignities and places of goTem< 
ment, nor yet in reference to unlawful marriages only, but in reference to church membership 
and communion. Two objections to the contrary answered. One from Exod. xiL 48. Another 
from the example of Buth. An useful obserration out of Onkelos, Exod. xii. 
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OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 



Chap. I. — Of the rise, growth, decay, and reviving of Erastianism, . . 75 

The Erastlan error not honettit parentibut nattu. Erastus the midwife, how engaged in the busi- 
ness. The breasts that gave it suck, profcMeneet and teHf-inUrttt. Its strong food, arbitrary go- 
vernment. Its tutor, Arminianism. Its deadly decay and consumption, whence it was. How 
ill it hath been harboured in all the reformed churches? How stifled by Erastus himself? 
Erastianism confuted out of Erastus. The divines who have appeared against this error. How 
the controrersy was lately rerired. 

Chap. II. — Some poatulata, or common principles, to be presupposed, • 79 

That there ought to be an exclusion of rile and profane persons (known to be such) from the holy 
things, is a principle receiyed among the heathens themselves. That the dishonour of Qod by 
scandalous sins ought to be punished, as well, yea much rather, than private injuries. That puh- 
lic sins ought to be publicly confessed, and the offenders put to public shame. That there ought 
to be an avoiding of and withdrawing from scandalous persons in the church, and that by a pub- 
lic order rather than at every man's discretion. That there is a distinction of the office and 
power of moffittraey and ministry. That the directive judgment in any business doth chiefly be- 
long to those who hj their profession and vocation are set apart to the attendance and oversight 
of such a thing. 

Chap. III. — ^What the Erastians yield unto us, and what we yield unto them, 80 

They yield that the magistrate's power in ecclena$Hcit, is not arbitrary, but tied to the word. That 
there may be a distinct church government under heathen magistrates. That the abuse takes not 
away the lust power. They allow of presbyteries, and that they have some jurisdiction. That the 
ministry is jure divino, and mi^stracy distinct from it. We yield unto them, that none ought 
to be rulers in the church but such against whom there is no just exception. That presbyterial 
government is not a cU>tnini<m but a service. That it hath for its object only the inward man. 
That presbyterial government is not an arbitrary government, cleared by five considerations. 
That it is the most limited and least arbitrary government of any other, clieared by comparing it 
with Popery, Prelacy, Independency, and with lawful magistracy. Thatth6 civil magistrate may 
and ought to do much in and for religion, ordinarily, and yet more in extraordinary cases. That 
the civil sanction is a free and voluntary act of the magistrate's fvfour. That ministers owe as 
much subjection and honour to the magistrate as other subjects. 

Chap. IV. — Of the agreement and the differences hetween the nature of the civil 

and of the ecclesiastical powers or governments, .... 85 

Ten agreements between the civil power and the ecclesiastical power. The differences between 
them opened, in their causes, efficient, matter (where a fourfold power of the keys is touched), form, 
and ends, both supreme and subordinate (where it is opened, how and in what respect the 
Christian magistrate intendeth the glory of Jesus Christ, and the purging of his church) ; also 

< effects, objects, adjuncts, correlations, ultimate terminations, and dirided executions. 

Chap. V. — Of a twofold kingdom of Jesus Christ : A general kingdom, as he is the 
eternal Son of God, the Head of all principalities and powers, reigning over all 
creatures ; and a particular kingdom, as he is Mediator, reigning over the church 
only, ......... 90 

How this controversy falls in, and how deep it draws. That our opposites herein join issue with the 
Socinians. Nine arguments to prove this distinction of a twofold kingdom of Christ; in which of 
the eternity, universality, donation, and subordination of the kingdom of Christ. The arguments 
brought to prove that Christ as Mediator reigneth over all things, and hath all government (even 
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ciyil) pat in his hftnd^, ^zunined and confated. In what sense Christ is said to be " oTer all, the 
heir of all thir gs/' to hare " all things put nnder his feet,** to be " the head of every man." A dis- 
tinction between Christ's hingdofn, power and glory cleared. 

Chap. VI. — ^Whether Jesus Christ, as Mediator and Head of the church, hath placed 
. the Christian magistrate to hold and execute his office under and tor him, as 
his vicegerent* The arguments for the affirmative discussed, . . 96 

The decision of this question will do much (yet not all) in the decision of the Erastian controversy. 
The qnestion rightly stated. Ten arguments for the affirmatire discussed and answered, where 
divers scriptures are debated and cleared. How we are to understand that Christ is " King of 
kings, and JJord of lords." How " all power in heaven and in earth" is said to be " given to hkn." 
That the govemmenu set in the church, 1 Cor. xii. 28, are not civU magistrates, fully proved. 
£ph. i. 21—23, and Col. ii. 10, vindicated. 

Chap. VII. — Arguments for the negative of that question formerly propounded, 107 

The lawful authority of the heathen magistrates vindicated. It cannot be shown from Scripture, 
that Christ, as Mediator, hath given any commission of vicegerentship to the Christian magis- 
trate. That the work of the ministry is done in the name and authority of Jesus Christ ; the 
work of magistracy not so. The power of magistracy, or civil government, was not given to 
Christ as Mediator, shown from Luke xii 14 ; John xviii 36 ; Luke xvii. 20, 21. Magistracy 
founded in the law of nature and nations. The Scripture holds forth the same origination of hea- 
then magistracy and of Christian magistracy. 

Chap. VIII. — Of the power and privilege of the magistrate in things and causes 

ecclesiastical, what it is not, and what it is, . . . .114 

That no administration, formally and properly ecclesiastical Ca-nd, namely, the dispensing of church 
censures), doth belong unto the magistrate, nor may (according to the word of God) be assumed 
and exercised by him, proved by six arguments. That Christ lutth not made the magistrate bead 
of the church, to receive appeals from all ecclesiastical assemblies. There are other sufBcient 
remedies against abuses or maladministration in church government. Reasons against such ap- 
p^s to the magistrate. The arguments to the contrary from the examples of Jeremiah and of 
Paul discussed. Of the collaterality and co-ordination of the civU and ecclesiastical powers. 
What is the power and right of the magistrate in things and causes ecclesiastical, cleared : first, 
generally ; next, more particularly, by five distinctions. 1. Tk t^ rni l»»ktirMs belong to the 
civil power, but not «•« i}!r«. 2. The magistrate may wnperare that which he may noteZtcertf. Dis- 
tinguish the direcHve power from the coercive power. 4. The magistrate's power is cumulative not 
privative. 5. He may do in extraordinary cases that which he ought not to do ordinarily. A 
caution concerning the arbitrary power of magistrates in things ecclesiastical. 

Chap. IX. — That by the word of God there ought to be another government besides 
magistracy or civil government, namely, an ecclesiastical government (properly 
so called) in the hands of church officers, .... 124 

The question stated, and the affirmative proved, by one-and-twenty scnptural arguments. Who 
meant by ** the elders that rule well," 1 Tim. v. 17. n^Mrr^f and ir^^trr^fUftt names of government. 
The words nyw/iiwf and irtt^tritUf Heb. xiii. 7, 17, examined. Of receiving an accusation against 
an elder, Ot rejecting an heretic. Of the excommunicatiofi of the incestuous Corinthian, and 
the sense of the word Wtrtftta, Of the subjection of the spirits of the prophets to the prophets. 
The angels of the churches, why reproved for having false teachers in the church. " Note that 
man," 2 Thes. iii. 14, proved to be church censure. Of the nder, Rom. xii. 18, and govemmentSf 
1 Cor. xiL 28. A pattern in the Jewish church for a distinct ecclesiastical government. What 
meant by cutting off. Gal. v. 12. *Aira»Mrrat properly what ? Of the ministerial power " to revenge 
all disobedience," 2 Cor. x. 6. Kv;«?rm, 2 Cor. ii 8, what ? Of the visible administration of the 
kingdom of Christ, by his laws, courts, censures. The arguments for excommunication from 
Matt, xviii. and 1 Cor. v. briefly vindicated. That elders are rulers of the flock, *EiriV««ir«r a name 
of government Ministers why called '* stewards of the mysteries of God." OlM*§/to§ a name 
of government. Church government exercised by the synod of the apostles and eiders, Acts xv. 

Chap. X. — Some objections made against ecclesiastical government and discipline 

answered, ........ 143 

Mr Hussey's objection doth strike as much against Paul as against us. The fifillacy of comparing 
government with the word preached, in point of efficacy. Four ends or uses of church govern- 
ment. That two co-ordinate governments are not inconsistent. The objection, that ministers 
have other work to do, answered. The fear of an ambitious ensnarement in the ministry, so 
much objected, is no good argument against church government. Mr Hussey's motion concern- 
ing schools of divinity examined. Church government is no immunity to church officers from 
censure. Though the Erastian principles are sufficiently overthrown by asserting, from Scrip- 
ture, the may be of church government, yet our arguments prove a must be, or an institution. 
Six arguments added, which conclude this point. 



Chap. XI. — The necessity of a distinct church govemment under Christian as well 

as under heathen magistrat-es, ...... 148 

This acknowledged by Christian emperors of old. Grotius for us in this particular. Christian ma- 
gistracy hath never yet punished all such offences as are ecclesiastically censurable. Presbyteries 
in the primitive times did not exercise any power which did belong of right to the magistrate. No 
warrant from the word, that the ordinance of a distinct church govemment was only for churches 
under persecution ; but contrariwise, the churches are charged to keep till the coming of Christ 
the commandment then delivered. No just ground for the fear of the interfering of the civil and 
of the ecclesiastical power. The church's liberties enlarged (not diminished) under Christian ma- 
gistrates. The Covenant against this exception of the Erastians. The Christian magistrate, if he 
should take upon him the whole burden of the corrective part of church government, could not 
give an account to God of it. The Erastian principles do involve the magistrate into the prela- 
tical guiltiness. The reasons and grounds mentioned in Scripture upon which church censures 
were dispensed in the primitive churches, are no other than concern the churches under Chris- 
tian magistrates. The end of church censures neither intended nor attained by the administra- 
tion of Christian magistracy. The power of binding and loosing not temporary. They who re- 
strict a distinct church govemment to churches under heathen or persecuting magistrates give 
a mighty advantage to Socinians and Anabaptists. Gualther and Mr Prynne for us in this 
question. 



Appendix to the Second Book, ...... 

A collection of some testimonies out of a declaration of King James, the Helvetian, Bohemian, Au- 
gustine, French and Dutch Confessions, the ecclesiastical discipline of the reformed churches in 
France, Harmonia Synodorwn Btlgicarum, the Irish Articles, a book of Melanchton, and another 
of L. Humfredus. 
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THE THIRD BOOK. 

OF EXCOMMUNICATION FROM THE CHURCH, AND OF SUSPENSION FROM THE 

LORD'S TABLE. 

Chap. I. — An opening of the true state of the question, and of Mr Prynne's many 

mistakes and misrepresentations of our principles, . . .156 

A transition from church govemment in general to excommunication and suspension in particular. 
The present controversy ten ways misstated by Mr Prynne. That which was publicly depending 
between the Parliament and Assembly did rather concert the practical conclusion Itself than the 
mediums to prove it. The strength of the Assembly's proofs for suspension scarce touched by Mr 
Prynne. That the power of suspension is neither in the minister alone, nor unlimited. The 
question is practically stated by Aretius. The present controversy how different from the prela- 
tical ? The power desired to elderships, is not to judge men's hearts, but to judge of external evi- 
dences. The distinction of converting and confirming ordinances, how necessary in this ques- 
tion ? Excommunication and suspension confounded by Mr Prynne (as likewise by the Separa- 
tists), contrary to the manner both of the Jewish church, and of the ancient and reformed Chris- 
tian churches. Mr Prynne's assertion concerning suspension is contrary to the ordinances of 
parliament. The question stated as it ought to be stated. 

Chap. II. — ^Whether Matt, xviii. 15 — 17 prove excommunication, . . 162 

The Erastians cannot avoid an argument ex eontequenti from this text for excommunication, al- 
though we should grant that the literal sense and direct intendment of the words is not concern- 
ing excommunication. Of the word l»»x«iri«. That the trespass meant ver. 16, is sometime 
known to more than one at first. That the meaning is not of a civil personal injury, but of a 
scandalous sin, whether there be materially a personal injury in it or not. This confirmed by six 
reasons. That if it were granted these words, " If thy brother trespass against thee," are under- 
stood of a personal injury, this could be no advantage to the Erastian cause, in six respects. 
Erastus's argument, that the trespass here meant is such as one brother may forgive to another, 
answered. That the law of two or three witnesses belongeth to ecclesiastical, as well as to civil 
courts. That " Tell the church" here, cannot be. Tell the civil sanhedrim or court of justice among 
the Jews. Of the meaning of these words, " Let him be unto thee as an heathen man and a puln 
lican." Mr Pynne's argument retorted. That the heathens might not enter into the temple, to 
wit, into the court of Israel, but into the intermurcUe they might come and worship. That there is 
not the like reason for excluding excommunicate persons wholly from our churches. Of Solo- 
mon's porch. That Mr Prynne confoundeth the devout penitent publican with the profane un- 
just publicans. The objection from the publican's going up to the temple to pray, examined. 
Publicans commonly named as the worst and wickedest of men. Another objection, " Let him 
be to thee (not to the whole church) as an heathen," &c., discussed. 
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Chap. III. — A further demonstration that these words, " Let him be unto thee as 
an heathen man and a publican," are not meant of avoiding civil, but religious 
or church fellowship, . . . . . . ». 170 

The great disorder and confasion which Mr Prynne's sense of this text might introduce. That it 
vas not unlawful to the Jews to have civil company or fellowship with heathens, unless it were for 
religious respects, and, in case of the danger of an idolatrous ensnarement, which is cleared by a 
passage of EUas in Tishbite. In what sense Peter saith, Acts x. 28, that a Jew might not keep 
company, or come unto one of another nation. That the Jews did keep ciyil and familiar fellow- 
ship with Ger toschoAj, or Ger Ukagna/Tf the proselyte indweller, or the proselyte of the gate, who 
yet was uncircnmcised, and no member of the Jewish church, nor an observer of the law of Mo- 
ses, but only of the seven precepts given to the sons of Noah ; which cleareth the reason why 
the synod of the apostles and elders, who would not impose circumcision, nor any other of the 
Mosaical ceremonies upon the believing Gentiles, did, nevertheless, impose this as a necessary 
burden upon them, to abstain from blood and things strangled. Christians are permitted by 
Paul to eat and drink with them that believe not. Further proofs, that some uncircnmcised hea- 
thens had civil fellowship with the Jews, and some circumcised Hebrews had not ecclesiastical 
communion with the Jews. The question decided out of Maimonides. That these words, " Let 
him be unto thee as an heathen man and a publican,** do imply somewhat negative, and somewhat 
positive. The negative part is, that he must not be worse used in civil things than an heathen 
man or publican ; that excommunication breaketh not natural and moral duties ; neither is any 
civil fellowship at all forbidden to be kept with an excommunicate person, except under a spiri- 
tual notion and for spiritual ends, not qua civil fellowship. The positive part is, that he must be 
used in the same manner as an heathen man and a publican in spiritual things, and in church 
communion. Heathens five ways excluded from communion with the Jews in the holy things. 
" Let him be as a publican," implieth two things more than " Let him be as an heathen f but ex- 
clusion from some ordinances was common both to heathens and scandalous publicans. That the 
Pharisee's speech concerning the publican who went up to the temple to pray, showeth that he 
was not esteemed a profane publican. 

Chap. IV. — A confutation of Erastus andBilson's interpretation of Matt, xviii. 15 — 

17, as likewise of Dr Sutcliffe's gloss differing somewhat from theirs, . 181 

The scope of this scripture' wholly spiritual, concerning the gaining of a brother from sin, not civil, 
concerning the prosecuting of a personal injury. Rebuke for sin a common Christian duty, 
which is necessary in sins committed against God, rather than in injuries committed against 
man. That any sin by which thou art scandalised is a trespass ctgainst thee. The Erastian inter- 
pretation of Matt, xviii. miikes it lawAil for one Christian to go to law with another before an un- 
beiieving judge, and so maketh Paul contrary to Christ. The same interpretation restricteth the 
latter part of the text to those Christians only who live under an unbelieving magistrate, while 
it is confessed that the former part belongeth to all Christians. It is contrary also to the law of 
Moses. They contradict themselves concerning the coercive power of the sanhedrim. The gra- 
dation in the text inconsistent with their sense. The argument of Erastus to prove that the 
words, " as a publican," are meant of a publican q%ui> publican, and so of every publican, examined. 
Their exception, " Let him be to thee," &c., not to the whole church, answered three ways. 

Chap. V. — That " Tell it unto the church," hath more in it than " Tell it unto a 

greater number," ....... 187 

The word U«X«W« never given to any lawful assembly simply because of majority of number. This 
interpretation provideth no effectual remedy for offences. Kahal by the Hebrews, and UxXurm 
by the Grecians, often used for an assembly of such as had jurisdiction and ruling power. Whe- 
ther the two or three witnesses, Matt, xviii. 16, be only witnesses or assistants in the admonition, 
or whether the intention be, that they shall prove the fact before the church forensically (if need 
be^, and whether two or three witnesses must be taken when the offence is known to him only that 
gives the first rebuke, discussed. This, their interpretation, brings a brother under the greatest 
yoke of bondage. Grotius's interpretation of the word ehureh not inconsistent with ours. Divers 
authors of the best note for our interpretation ; that is, that by the church here, is meant the 
elders of the church assembled. The name of the church given to the elders for four con- 
siderations. 

Chap. VI. — " Of the power of binding and loosing," Matt, xviii. 18, . . 190 

Our opposites extremely difficulted and divided in this point. Binding and loosing, both among 
Hebrews and Grecians, authoritative and forensical words. Antiquity for us, which is proved out 
of Augustine, Jerome, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Isidoms, Pelusiota, Hilarius, Theophylact. That 
this power of binding and loosing belongeth neither to private persons nor to civil magistrates, 
but to church officers ; and that in reference, L To the bonds of sin and iniquity ; 2. To the dog- 
matical decision of controversy concerning the will of Christ. That this power of binding and 
loosing is not merely doctrinal, but juridical or forensical, and meant of inflicting or taking off 
ecclesiastical censure. This cleared by the coherence and dependency between ver. 17 and 18 
Cwhich is asserted against Mr Prynne), and further confirmed by eleven reasons. In which 
the agreement of two on earth, ver. 19 ; the restriction of the rule to a brother or church mem- 
ber, also Matt. xvi. 19 ; John xx. 23 ; Psal. cxlix. 6—9, are explained. Another interpretation 



of the binding and loosing, that it is not exercised about persons, bnt aboat things or doctrines, 
confuted by five reasons. How binding and loosing are acts of the power of the keys, as well as 
shutting and opening. 

Chap. VII. — That 1 Cor. v. proveth excommunication and (by a necessary conse- 
quence, even from the Erastian interpretation) suspension irom the sacrament 
of a person unexcommunicatedy . . . . . .198 

The weight of onr proofs not laid upon the phrase of delirerlng to Satan. Which phrase being set 
aside, that chapter will prore excommunication. Yer. 8, ** Let us keep the passorer," Ac., applied 
to the Lord's supper, even by Mr Prynne himself. Mr Prynne's first exception from 1 Cor. x. 
16, 17 ; xL 20, 21, concerning the admission of all the visible members of the church of Corinth, 
eren drunken persons, to the sacrament, answered. His second, a reflection upon the persons of 
men. His tmrd, concerning these words, " No not to eat,** confuted. Hence suspension by 
necessary consequence. His fourth exception taken off. His three conditions which he requir- 
eth in arguments from the lesser to the greater, are false and do not hold. Our argument m>m 
this text doth not touch upon the rock of separation. Eight considerations to prore an ecclesi- 
astical censure, and, namely, excommunication from, 1 Cor. t. compared with 2 Cor. ii. 2. More 
of that phrase, ** To deliver such an one to Satan." 

Chap. VIII. — ^Whether Judas received the sacrament of the Lord's supper^ . 204 

The question between Mr Prynne and me ooneeming Judas much like unto that between Papists 
and Protestants concerning Peter. Two things premised. 1. That Matthew and Mark, mention- 
ing Christ's discourse at table concerning the traitor, before the institution and distribution of 
the Lord's supper, place it in its proper order, and that Luke placeth it after the sacrament by 
an v^rt^cksytm or recapitulation, which Is proved by five reasons. 2. That the story, John xiii., 
concerning Judas and the sop, was neither acted in Bethany two days before the passover, nor 
yet after the institution of the Lord's supper. The first argument to prove that Judas received 
not the Lord's supper, from John xiiL 30, " he went out immediately after the sop." Mr Prynne's 
four answers confuted. His opinion, that Christ gave the sacrament before the common supper, 
is agunst both Scripture and antiquity. Of the word inunediately. The second argument from 
Christ's words at the sacrament. That which Mr Prynne holds, viz., that at that time Cwhen 
Christ infallibly knew Judas to be lost) he meant conditionally that his body was broken and his 
blood shed for Judas, confuted by three reasons. The third argument from the different expres* 
sions of love to the apostles, with an exception, while Judas was present ; without an exception, at 
the sacrament. Mr Prynne's arguments from Scripture to prove that Judas did receive the sacra- 
ment, answered. That Judas received the sacrament is no indubitable verity, as Mr Prynne calls 
ity bnt hath been much controverted both among fathers. Papists and Protestants. That the 
Lutherans, who are much of Mr Prynne's opinion in the point of Judas's receiving of the Lord's 
supper, that they may the better uphold their doctrine of the wicked's eating of the true body of 
Christ, yet are much against his opinion in the point of admitting scandalous persons, not excom- 
municated, to the sacrament. Mr Prynne's bold assertion, that all the ancients, except Hilarins 
only, do unanimously accord that Judas received the Lord's supper, without one dissenting voice, 
disproved as most false, and confuted by the testimonies of Clemens, Dionysins Areopagita, Maxi- 
mus, Pachymeres, Antmonius Alexandrinns, Taeinus, Innocentius III. Bupertus Tuitiensis, yea, 
by those very passages of Theophylact and Victor Antiochenus, cited by himself. Many modem 
writers also ag^nst his opinion, as of the Papists, — Salmeron, Turriauus, Barradius ; of Protes- 
tants, — DansBus, Klein witzius, Plscator, Beza, Tossanus, Musculns, Zanchius, Gomarns, Diodati, 
Grotius. The testimonies cited by Mr Prynne for Judas's receiving of the sacrament examined ; 
some of them found false, others prove not his point, others who think that Judas did receive the 
sacrament, are clear against the admission of known profane persons. The Confession of Bohe- 
mia and Belgia not against us, but against Mr Prynne. 

Chap. IX. — Whether Judas received the sacrament of the passover that night in which 
our Lord was hetrajed, ....... 216 

That Christ and his apostles did eat the passover not before, but after that supper at which he did 
wash his disciples' feet and give the sop to Judas. These words, " Before the feast of the pass- 
over," John xiii. 1, scanned. The Jews did eat the passover after meal, but they had no meal 
after the paschal supper. Aiimtu yttftJiwu, John xiiL 2, needeth not be turned " supper being 
ended," bnt may suffer two other readings. Christ's sitting down with the twelve is not meant 
of the paschal supper, and if it were, it proves not that Judas did eat of that passover, more than 
1 Cor. XV. 6 proves that Judas did see Christ after his resurrection. A pious observation of 
Cartwright. Another of Chrysostom. 

Chap. X. — That if it could he proved that Judas received the Lord's supper, it maik- 

eth nothing against the suspension of known wicked persons from the sacrament, 219 

Christ's admitting of Judas to the sacrament, when he knew him to be a devil, could no more be a 
precedent to us, than his choosing of Judas to be an apostle, when he knew also that he was a 
devil. Judas's sin was not scandalous but secret at that time when it was supposed that he did 
receive the sacrament. The same thing which Mr Prynne makes to have been after the sacra- 
ment, to prove tibat Judas did receive the sacrament, the very same he makes to have been before 
the sacrament^ to prove that Judas was a scandalous sinner when he was admitted to the sacra- 
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ment. He yieldeth npon the matter that Jndas received not the sacrament. That before Judas 
vent forth none of the apostles knew him to be the traitor except John, yea some hold that John 
knew it not. That Christ's words to Jndas, " Thon hast said/' did not make known to the apos- 
tles that he was the traitor, and if they had, yet (by their principles, who hold that Jndas received 
the sacrament) these words were not spoken before the sacrament. Divers authors hold that Ju- 
das was a secret, not a scandalous sinner at that time when it is supposed he received the sa- 
crament, yea Mr Prynne himself holdeth so in another place. He loseth much by proposing as 
a precedent to ministers what Christ did to Judas in the last supper. Christ did upon the matter 
excommunicate Judas, which many gather from these words, " That thou doest do quickly." 
And if Christ had admitted him to the sacrament it could be no precedent to us. 

Chap. XI. — Whether it be a full discharge of duty to admonish a scandalous person 
of the danger of unworthy communicating ; and whether a minister, in giving 
him the sacrament, after such admonition, be no way guilty, . . 223 

Mr Prynne doth here mistake his mark, or not hit it, whether the question be stated in reference 
to the censure of suspension, or in reference to the personal duty of the minister. Five duties of 
the minister in this business beside admonition. Admonition no church censure, properly. Six 
conclusions premised by Mr Prynne, examined. His syllogism concerning the true right of all 
wisible members of the visible church to the sacrament, discussed. Four sorts of persons, beside 
children and fools, not able to examine themselves, and so not to be admitted to tiie Lord's sup- 
- per, by that limitation which Mr Prynne yieldeth. His argument from the admission of carnal 
persons to baptism upon a mere external slight profession, answered. His eleven reasons for the 
affirmative of this present question answered. The Erastian argument from 1 Cor. xi. 28, *' Let 
a man examine himself,*' not others, nor others him, faileth many ways. Mr Prynne endeavours 
to pacify the consciences of ministers by persuading them to believe, that a scandalous person is 
outwardly fitted and prepared for the sacrament. How dangerous a way it is to give the sacra- 
ment to a scandalous person, upon hopes that omnipotency can at that instant change liis heart 
and his life. Of a man's eating and drinking judgment to himself. 

Chap. XII. — Whether the sacrament of the Lord's supper be a converting or rege- 
nerating ordinance, ....... 229 

Mr Prynne in this controversy joineth not only with the more rigid Lutherans, but with the Pa- 
pists. The testimonies of Calvin, Bullinger, Ursinus, Muscnlus, Bucerus, Festus Honnius, Are- 
tius, Yossius, Parens, the Belgic Confession and form of administration, the Synod of Dort, Ger- 
hardus, Walsens, Chamierus, Polanus, Amesius, are produced against Mr Prynne, all these and 
many others denying the Lord's supper to be a converting ordinance. How both Lutherans and 
Papists state their controversy with Calvinists (as they call them) concerning the efficacy of the 
sacraments. Mr Prynne's distinctions of two sorts of conversion and two sorts of sealing, being 
duly examined, do but the more open his error instead of covering it. Of the words taerametU 
and sealt concerning which Mr Prynne, as he leaneth toward the Socinian opinion, so he greatly 
calls in question that truth, witliout the knowledge whereof the ordinance of parliament appoint^ 
eth men to be kept back from the sacrament. Four distinctions of my own premised, that the 
true state of the question may be rightly apprehended. The 1st Distinction, between the ab- 
solute power of God, and the revealed will of God. 2. Between the sacrament itself, and other 
ordinances which do accompany it. 3. Between the first grace, and the following graces. 4. Be- 
tween, visible saints and invisible saints. 

Chap. XIII. — Twenty arguments to prove that the Lord's supper is not a converting 

ordinance, ........ 236 

1. From the nature of signs instituted to signify the being or having of a thing. The significancy 
of sacraments, a parte ante. 2. Sacraments suppose faith and an interest had in Christ, there- 
fore do not give it. 3. The Lord's supper gives the new food, therefore it snpposeth the new life. 
4. It is a se^ of the righteousness of faith, therefore instituted for justified persons only. 5. 
From the example of Abraham's justification before circumcision. 6. From the duty of self-ex- 
amination, wliich an unregenerate person cannot perform. 7. From the necessity of the wedding 
garment. 8. Faith comes by hearing, not by seeing or receiving. 9. Neither promise nor ex- 
ample in Scripture of conversion by the Lord's supper. 10. Every unconverted and unworthy 
person if he come Cwhile such to the Lord's table), cannot but eat and drink unworthily, there- , 
fore ought not to come. 11. The wicked have no part in an eucharistical consolatory ordinance. 
12. Christ calleth none to this feast but such as have spiritual gracious qualifications. 13. They 
that are visibly no saints ought not to partake in the communion of saints. 14. Baptism itself 
(at least when administered to persons of age^ is not a regenerating but a sealing ordinance. 15. 
From the necessity of the precedency of baptism before the Lord's supper. 16. From the me- 
thod of the parable of the lost son. 17. From the doctrinal dehorting of all impenitent unworthy 
persons from coming to the sacrament, unless they repent, reform, &c. (allowed by Mr Prynne 
himself), which a minister may not do, if it be a converting ordinance. 18. From the hicommu- 
nicableness of this ordinance to pagans, or to excommunicated Christians for their conversion. 
19. From the instrumental casualty of a converting ordinance, which in order doth not follow, 
but precede conversion, and therefore is administered to men, not qua penitent, but qiM impeni- 
tent, which cannot be said of the sacrament. 20. Antiquity against Mr Prynne in this points. 
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Witness the Scmeta Scmetis, Witness also Dionysins Areopagita, Jnstin Martyr, Chrysostom, 
Angnstine, Isidoms Pelnsiota, Prosper, Beda, Isidoms Hispalensii, Rabanns Manrus, besides 
Scotas, Alensis, and other schoolmen. 

Chap. XIV. — Mr Prynne's twelve argument, brought to prove that the Lord's sup- 
per is a converting ordinance, discussed and answered, . . . 245 

His first argument answered by three distinctions. His second proveth nothing against us, but 
yieldeth somewhat which is for us. His tbird charged with divers absurdities. His fourth, con- 
cerning the greatest proximity and most immediate presence of God and of Christ in the sacra- 
ment, retorted against himself, and moreover not proved nor made good by him. His fifth argu- 
ment hath both universal grace and other absurdities in it. His sixth, concerning conversion by 
the eye, by the book of nature, by sacrifices, by miracles, as well as by the ear, examined and con- 
futed in the particulars. His seventh not proved. Nor yet his eighth, concerning conversion by 
afflictions without the word. His ninth, concerning the rule of contraries, is misapplied by him. 
His tenth, concerning the ends of the sacrament, yieldeth the cause and mireth himself. His 
eleventh, a groBBpetitto principii. His twelfth, appealing to the experience of Christians, rectified 
in the state, and repelled for the weight. That this debate concerning the nature, end, use, and 
effect of the sacrament, doth clearly cast the balance of the whole controversy concerning sus- 
pension. Lucas Osiander, cited by Mr Prynne against us, is more against himself. 

Chap. XV. — Whether the admission of scandalous and notorious sinners to the sacra- 
ment of the Lord's supper be a pollution and profanation of that holy ordinance, 
and in what respects it may be so called, ..... 253 

The true state of this question cleared by five distinctions. Nine arguments to prove the affirma- 
tive. That the admitting of the scandalous and profane to the sacrament gives the lie to the 
word preached, and looseth those whom the word bindeth. That it is a strengthening of the hands 
of the wicked. It is a profanation of baptism to baptize a catechumen Jew, or a pagan, being of 
a known profane life, although he were able to make confession of the true faith by word of 
mouth. That such as are found unable to examine themselves Cwhether through natural or sin- 
ful disability) or manifestly unwilling to it, ought not to be admitted to the Lord's supper. The 
reason for keeping back children and fools holds stronger for keeping back known profane 
persons. Hag. ii. 11 — 14, explained. A debate upon Matt. vii. 6, " Give not that which is holy 
unto the dogs," Ac,, wherein Mr Prynne is confuted from Scripture, from antiquity, from Erastus 
also and Grotius. 

Chap. XVI. — An argument of Erastus (drawn from the baptism of John), against the 

excluding of scandalous sinners from the Lord's supper, examined, . 259 

That John baptized none but such as confessed their sins, and did outwardly appear penitent. It is 
a great question whether those Pharisees who came to his baptism, Matt. iiL were baptized. The 
coincidency of that story, Matt, iii with the message of the Pharisees to John Baptist, John i. 
The argument retorted. 

Chap. XVII. — Antiquity for the suspension of all scandalous persons from the sacra- 
ment, even such as were admitted to other public ordinances, . . 260 

Of the four degrees of penitents in the ancient church, and of the suspension of some unexcommu- 
nicated persons from the Lord's supper, who did join with the church in the hearing of the word 
and prayer, proved out of the ancient canpns of the councils of Ancyra, Nice, Aries, the sixth 
and eighth General Councils, out of Gregorius Thaumaturgus, and Basilins Magnus, confirmed 
also out of Zonaras, Balsamon, Albaspinaens. The suspension of all sorts of scandalous sinners 
in the church from the sacrament farther confirmed out of Isidoms Pelusiota, Dionysius Areo- 
pagita with his scholiast Maximus, and his paraphrast Pachymeres. Also out of Cyprian, Jus- 
tin Martyr, Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine, Gregorius Magnus, Walfridus Strabo. 

Chap. XVIIL — A discovery of the instability and looseness of Mr Prynne's princi- 
ples, even to the contradicting of himself in twelve particulars, . . 268 

An argument hinted by Mr Prynne from the gathering together all guests to the wedding supper, 
both bad and good, examined, and four answers made to it. That Mr Prynne doth profess and 
pretend to yield the thing for which his antagonists contend with him, but indeed doth not yield 
it ; his concesssions being clogged with such things as do evacuate and frustrate all church disci- 
pline. That Mr Prynne contradicteth himself in twelve particulars. Four counter-queries to 
him. 

Appendix to the Thibd Book, . . . . . . 274 

A discourse of Mr Fox, the Author of the Book o/Martyrtf concerning three sorts of persons who 
are unwilling that there should be a discipline or power of censures in the church. ' 
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EEVEREND AND LEARNED 



ASSEMBLY OF DIVINES 



CONVENED AT WESTMINSTER. 



Right Reverend, 

Though many faithful servants of God did long ago desire to see 
those things which we see, and to hear those things which we hear, yet it hath heen one 
of the special mercies reserved for this generation, and denied to the times of our ancestors, 
that divines of both kingdoms, within uiis island, should be gathered and continued toge- 
ther, to consult peaceably and freely concerning a reformation of religion in doctrine, 
worship, discipline, and government. It is a mercy yet greater, that two nations, formerly 
at so great a distance in the form of public worship and church government, should (to 
their mutual comfort and happiness, and to the further endearing of each to other), through 
the good hand of God, be now agreed upon one directory of worship, and, with a good 
progress, advanced as in one confession of taith, so, likewise, in one form of church govern- 
ment. ; for all. which, as the other refonned churches (in regard of their common mterest 
in the truth and ordinances of Christ), so especially your brethren in the Church of 
Scotland, are your debtors. Your name is as precious ointment among them, and they do 
esteem you very highly in love, for your work's sake, — a work which, as it is extraordi- 
nary and unparalleled, requiring a double portion of the Spirit of your Master, so you have 
very many hearts and prayers going along with you in it, that the pleasure of the Lord 
may prosper in your hand. 

As for my reverend colleagues and myself, it hath been a good part of our happiness 
that we have been partakers of, and assistants in, your grave and learned debates. Yet 
(as we declared from our first coming amongst you) we came not hither presuming to pre- 
scribe anything unto you, but willing to receive as well as to offer light, and to debate 
matters freely and fairly from the word of God, the common rule both to you and us. 
As herein you were pleased to give testimony unto us in one of your letters to the General 
Assembly of the Church of Scotland, so the great respects which, in other things and at 
other times, you have expressed, both towards that church from which we are entrusted, 
and particularly towards ourselves, do call for a return of all possible and public testimonies 
of gratitude ; for which purpose I do, lor my part, take hold of this opportunity. I know 
that I owe much more unto you than I have either ability to pay, or elocution to set forth. 
Yet, although I cannot retaliate your favours, nor render that which may be worthy of 
yourselves, 1 beseech you to accept this part of my retribution of respects. I do offer and 
entitle unto you this enucleation of the Erastian controversy, which is dignus vindice 
nodus, I hope here is a word in season corcerning it. Others might have done better, 
but such furniture as I had I have brought to the work of the tabernacle. I submit what 
is mine unto your greater learning and judgment, and shall ever continue, ' 



Yours to serve you, 



GEO. GILLESPIE. 
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TO THE CANDID READER. 



I HATE often and heartily wished that I might 
not be distracted by, nor engaged into, polemic 
vritings, of which the world is too full already, 
and from which many more learned and idoneous 
have abstained; and I did, accordingly, resolTO 
that, in this controyerslal age, I should be slow to 
write, swift to read and learn. Yet there are cer- 
tain preponderating reasons which have made me 
willing to be drawn forth into the light upon this 
subject ; for beside the desires and solicitations of 
divers Christian friends, lovers of truth and peace, 
seriously calling upon me for an answer to Mr 
Prynne's Vindication of Mi Fowr Q^ettionteoncevn- 
ing excommunication and suspension, the grand 
importance of the Erastian controversy, and the 
strong influence which it hath into the present 
juncture of affairs, doth powerfully invite me. 

Among the many controversies which have dis- 
quieted and molested the Church of Christ, those 
concerning ecclesiastical government and disci- 
pline are not the least, but among the chief, and 
often managed with the greatest animosity and 
eagerness of spirit, whence there have grown most 
dangerous divisions and breaches, such as this day 
there are, and for the future are to be expected, 
unless there shall be (through God's mercyj some 
further composing and healing of these church- 
consuming distractions, which, if we shall be so 
happy as once to obtain, it will certainly contri- 
bute very much toward the accommodation x)f civil 
and state-shaking differences; and, contrariwise, 
if no healing for the church, no healing for the 
state. Let the Gallios of this time (who care for 
no intrinsical evil in the church) promise to them- 
selves what they will, surely he that shall have 
cause to write with Nicolaus de Clemangis, a book 
of lamentation, de eorrupto eccletias statUy will find 
also cause to write with him de lapsu et repara- 
tione justitiao. 

As the thing is of high concernment to these so 
much disturbed and divided churches, so the ele- 
vation is yet higher by many degrees. This con- 
troversy reacheth up to the heavens, and the top 
of it is above the clouds. It doth highly concern 
Jesus Christ himself, in his glory, royal preroga- 
tive, and kingdom, which he hath and exerdseth 
ai Mediator and Head of his church. The crown 
of Jesus Christ, or any part, privilege, or pendicle 
thereof, must needs be a noble and excellent sub- 
ject This tmth, that Jesus Christ is a king, and 
hath a kingdom and government in his church 



distinct from the kingdoms of this world, and 
fh>m the civil government, hath this commenda- 
tion and character above all other truths, that 
Christ himself suffered to the death for it, and 
sealed it with his blood ; for, it may be observed 
from the story of his passion, this was the only 
point of his accusation,* which was confessed and 
avouched by himself, was most aggravated, pro- 
secuted, and driven home by the Jew8,t was preva- 
lent with Pilate as the cause of condemning him 
to die,t and was mentioned also in the superscrip- 
tion upon his cross."|| And although, in reference 
to God and in respect of satisfaction to the divine 
justice for our sins, his death was X&r^nt a price 
of redemption, yet, in reference to men who did 
persecute, accuse, and condemn him, his death was 
fM(^rv^«f, a martyr's testimony to seal such a 
truth. This kingly office of Jesoa Christ (as well 
as his prophetical) is administered and exercised, 
not only inwardly and invisibly, by the working of 
his Spirit in the souls of particular persons, but 
outwardly also, and visibly in the church, as a visi- 
ble, political, ministerial body, in which he hath 
appointed his own proper officers, ambassadors, 
courts, laws, ordinances, censures, and all these 
administrations, to be in his own name, as the 
only King and Head of the church. This was the 
thing which Herod and Pilate did, and many 
princes, potentates, and states, do look upon with 
so much fear and jealousy, as another govern- 
ment co-ordinate with the civil. But what was 
upon the one side to them, hath been light upon 
the other side to those servants of Jesus Christ 
who have stood, contended, and sometime suffered 
much for the ordinance of church government 
and discipline, which they looked upon as a part 
of Christ's kingdom. So Buccrus,! so Parker,^ so 

• Luka zzlil. 8t John xtUI. 88, 86, 87. 

t Laka ulU. 9t John xis. U, U. 

% John sis. U, 18. | John sis. la 

I Ds R/tffno OkrUa, Ub. 1, «p. i«— If on daAMnnt qnoqno Intm ho* 
trlglnta annoi, pfMBiUm In Gonnanla, qnl tUIotI Toluorant joitem 
evanflolii pnedUMittonani pUno amplooti, ha, ▼num p o ipanol adhna 
reparti aont qui le Chiiatl avangello «k regno oannlno anltfeBlMant; 
hno qai paid ftiiMmt Ohriati religionam at aoderianun dlaolpllaani 
XMtitui par omnU Juzta lagat regis noatrU Etinfra, InHongarla, 
gmtia Domino non pauca Jam eslatant eedaria qua earn puta- 
Cluiati doetrina, aolfclam atlam ^ua dJeripMnam raoopanmt, ouato- 
dlantque rellgioae. Bas noatar Chrlatoa fhsit nt hanun aecladanun 
esemplum quam plurima Mquantur. 

^ D9 Pom. Moefei., Ub. 1, oap. S. - PoUtela eodeaiaatica aH pan 
TCgnlOhiiall. 
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Mr AVelsh,* my countrTinan of precious memory, 
who suffered much for the same tmth, and vas 
ready to seal it with his blood. Beside divers 
others who might be named, especially learned 
Didoclarins in Us AUare DanuucenwiHf cap. 1, and 
thronghoat. 

I am not ignorant that some have an evil eye 
upon all government in a nation, distinct from 
civil magistracy ; and, if it were in their power, 
they would have all Anti-Erastians (and so, con- 
sequently, both Presbyterians and Independents) 
looked upon as guilty of treason, at least, as vio- 
lators of, and eocroachers upon, the rights and 
privileges of magistracy, in respect of a distinct 
ecclesiastical government. And, indeed, it is no 
new thing for the most faithful ministers of Jesus 
Christ to be reproached and accused as guilty of 
treason, which was not only the lot of Mr Calder- 
wood and (as hath been now shown) of Mr Welsh, 
and those that suffered with him, but of Mr 
Knoxt before them, as l&ewise of many martyrs 
and confessors, and of the apostles themselves.^ 
Yet (if we will judge righteous judgment, and 
weigh things in a just balance) we do not rob the 
magistrate of that which is his, by giving unto 
Christ that which is Christ's. We desire to hold 
up the honour and greatness, the power and autho- 
rity of magistracy, against Papists, Anabaptists, and 
all others" that *' despise dominion, and speak evil 
of dignities."|| We do not compare (as Innocentius 
did) the civil and the ecclesiastical powers to the 
two great lights ; that to the moon, this to the 
sun.S We hold ** it is proper to kings, princes, 
and magistrates, to be called lords and dominators 
over their subjects whom they govern civilly ; but 
it is proper to Christ only to be called Lord and 
Master in the spiritual government of the church ; 
and all others that bear office therein, ought not 
to usurp dominion therein, nor be called lords, 
but only ministers, disciples, and servants.''^ We 
acknowledge and affirm, that magistracy and civil 
government in empires, kingdoms, dominions, and 
cities, is an ordinance of God for his own glory, 
and for the great good of mankind, so that who- 
ever are enemies to magistracy, they are enemies 
to mankind, and to the revealed will of God. 
" That such persons as are placed in authority are 
to be beloved, honoured, feared, and holden in a 
most reverend estimation, because they are the 
lieutenants of God, in whose seat God himself doth 
sit and judge." We teach " that not only they 
are appointed for civil policy, but also for main- 
tenance of the true religion, and for suppressing 
of idolatry and superstition whatsoever." We con- 
fess " that such as resist the supreme power, doing 



* Mr John Welsh's Letter to the lady Hemiag, written from his 
prison at Blackness In Jan. 1616.—" Who am I that he should fltst 
have called me and then constituted me a minister of glad thing*, of 
the gospel of salvation, these fifteen yean already, and now, last of 
an, to be a sufferer finr his cause and kingdom, to witness that good 
c o n fe ssion, that Jesus Christ is the King of saints, and that his church 
Is a most free kingdom ; yea, as (kee as any kingdom under heaven, 
not only to oonTocato, hold and keep her meetings, conventions, and 
assemblies, but also to Judge of all her alfidzs, in all her meetings and 
conventions, among his mttnbers and sut^ccts ! These two points, 
iSkMt duAat is the head of his eburdi ; seeondly, that she is free in her 
gwemment from all other Jurisdiction except Chrisfs : these two 
points are the spedal cause of our imprisonment, being now convict 
as traitors tor maintaining thereof. We have been waiting with Jcgr- 
flilnsss to give the last testimony of our blood in confirmation thereof, 
if it would please oar God to be so fcvouimble as to hoooor as with 
that dignity." Thus he. 

f Diseoane of the Troables at IVaacfort, first pnblislied in the 
year 1075, and repr in te d at London in the year 1642, p. S7. 

% Acts xviL 6, 7. | Jade & 

I Fr. a B. Clam Apolog. Episeop., aq>. t. 

^ The Second Book of the Discipline of the Chareh of 8eotlaiid,c. I. 



that thing which appertaineth to his charge, do 
resist God's ordinance, and therefore cannot be 
guiltless. And, further, we affirm, that whosoever 
deny unto them their aid, counsel and comfort, 
whilst the princes and rulers vigilantly travel in 
execution of their office, that the same men deny 
their help, support, and counsel to God, who, by 
the presence of his lieutenant, doth crave it of 
them."* We know and believe " that, though we 
be free, we ought wholly, in a true faith holily to 
submit ourselves to the magistrate, both with our 
body, and with all our go^s and endeavour of 
mind, also to perform f^thfulness, and the oath 
which we made to him, so far forth as his govern- 
ment is not evidently repugnant to him, for whose 
sake we do reverence the magistrate."! That we- 
ought to yield unto kings and other magistrates 
in their own stations, fear, honour, tribute, and 
custom, whether they be good men or evil, as like- 
wise to obey them in that which is not contrary to 
the word of God, it being always provided, that in 
things pertaining to our souls and consciences, we 
obey God only, and his holy word.j We believe 
that God hath " delivered the sword into the hands 
of the magistrates, to wit, that offences may be 
repressed, not only those which are committed 
against the second table, but also against the first."|| 
We do agree and avouch, " that all men, of what 
dignity, condition, or state soever they be, ought 
to be subject to their lawful magistrates, and pay 
unto them subsidies and tributes, and obey them 
in all things which are not repugnant the word of 
God. Also, they must pour out their prayers for 
them, that God would vouchsafe to direct them in 
all their actions, uid that we may lead a peaceable 
and quiet life under them, with all godliness and 
honesty ."g We teach that " it doth belong to the 
authority and duty of the magistrate, to forbid 
and (if need be) to punish such sins as are com- 
mitted against the ten commandments, or the law 
natural ;" as likewise " to add unto the law natu- 
ral some other laws, defining the circumstances 
of the natural law, and to keep and maintain the 
same by punishing the transgressors.'^ We hold 
that '* the laws of the realm may punish Christian 
men with death, for heinous and grievous of- 
fences." And " that it is lawful for Christian men, 
at the command of the magistrate, to bear arms, 
and to serve in just wars."** All these things 
we do sincerely, really, constantly, faithfully, and 
cheerfully yield unto and assert in behalf of the civil 
magistrate. So that the cause, which I now take 
in hand, doth not depress but exalt, doth not 
weaken^ but strengthen, magistracy. I do not 
plead against ** the power of the sword," when I 
plead for " the power of the key8."tt These two 
are most distinct, they ought not to be confounded, 
neither need they to clash or interfere between 
themselves. The controversy is not about taking 
from the magistrate what is his, but about giving 
to Christ that which is his. We hold a reciprocal 
subordination of persons, but a co-ordination of 
powers. "As the ministers and others of the 

* The Conftesion of Fklth of the Church of Scotland, art. IB. 

f The Conftesion of Helvetia, in the head of Magiatnusy. 

% The Confession of Bohemia, cap. 16. 

I The French Confession, art. 89. • 

I The Confession of Belgia, art. 86. 

^ TheConftsdonofSaxony, art.S8. 

•• Irish Articles of Beligian, art. 61, 6L 

ff Matt.xvL19; xviU. 18, which is meant of laying en or taking off 
diiurdi censure. August., tract. 00, in John, Si autem in eodcsia fit, 
ut qua in terra ligantur in cmIo llgentur, et quss solvuntur in tena, 
solvantur in csdo : quiaoum excommunieat eoclesia, in ckIq ligatur 
excommunicatns : cum rsconclliatur ab eoclesia, in cmIo solvitur re* 
coaeiliatos, &c 



TO THE READER. 



XIX. 



ecclesiastical estate are subject to the magistrate 
civil y so ought the person of the magistrate be 
subject to the church spiritually, and in ecclesias- 
tical goyernment ; and the exercise of both these 
jurisdictions cannot stand in one person ordina- 
rily."* Again, " The magistrate neither ought to 
preach, minister the sacrament, nor execute the 
censures of the church, nor yet prescribe any rule 
how it should be done, but command the ministers 
to observe the rule commanded in the word, and 
punish the transgressors by civil means. The 
ministers exercise not the civil jurisdiction, but 
teach the magistrate how it should be exercised 
according to the word.'' The laws and statutes of 
Geneva do at once ratify the ecclesiastical presby- 
terial power of jurisdiction or censure, and withal 
appoint, that ministers shall not take upon them 
any civil jurisdiction, but where there shall be need 
of compulsion or civil punishments, that this be 
done by the magistrate, t Yea, under a popish 
magistrate (as in France), and even under the 
Turk himself, many churches do enjoy not only 
the word and sacraments, but a free church go- 
vernment and discipline within themselves, reetio 
ditciplinm Zt6era, which is thought no prejudice to 
the civil government, they that govern the churches 
having no dominion nor share of magistracy. 
Vide />. Chytran oraL de Statu Ecclesiarum in 
GrcBciOf &c. 

I know well that there are other horrid calum- 
nies and misrepresentations of presbyterial go- 
vernment, besides that of encroaching upon ma- 
gistracy ; but they are as false as they are foul. 
And although we go upon this disadvantage which 
Demosthenes! (being loadened with a heavy charge 
and grievous aspersions by ^schinesH) did com- 
plain of, that, though by right, both parties should 
be heard, yet the generality of men do, with plea- 
sure, hearken to reproaches and calumnies, but 
take little or no pleasure to hear men's clearing 
of themselves or their cause ; and that his adver- 
sary bad chosen that which was more pleasant, 
leaving to him that which was more tedious. 
Nevertheless I must needs expect from all such as 
are conscionable and faithful in this cause and co- 
venant, that their ears shall not be open to calum- 
nies, and shut upon more favourable informations. 
And, however, let the worst be said which malice 
itself can devise, it shall be no small comfort to 
me, that our Lord and Master hath said, " Blessed 
are ye when men shall revile you, and persecute 
you, and shall say all manner of evil against you 
falsely for my name's sake."S 

I know also that a government and discipline in 
the church (the thing which I now undertake to 
plead for) is a very displeasing thing to those tliat 
would fain enjoy liberty, either of pernicious er- 
rors or gross profaneness.lf But (as Maimonides 
saith well) *' we must not judge of the easiness or 
heaviness of a law, according to the affections and 
lust of any evil man, being rash (in judgment^ and 
given to the worst vices, but according to the 
understanding of one who is most perfect among 
men, like unto whom, according to the law, all 
others ought to be," Mort Novechim, part 2, cap. 
39. No marvel that the licentious hate that way 
wherein they shall find themselves hemmed in, if 
not hedged up, with thorns. And that they may 

* The8eoaiidBookoftli«I>)idpIlneortheChiutihofB«otiand,e.l. 
t Bee the Laws and Statutea of Genera, translated out of the 
French, and printed at London 1643, p. 9, 10. 
t Be Corona, orat. 5, in initio. 
I In orat. contra Cteiiphontem. 
I Matt T. 11. 
5 PMlm U. 3; Lake zlz. 14. 



the more flatter themselves in their sinful licen- 
tiousness, they imagine that Christ's yoke is easy, 
and his burden light, to the flesh as well as to the 
spirit, to carnal as well as to spiritual men. For 
my part, if I have learned Christ aright, I hold it 
for a sure principle, that in so far as a man is spi- 
ritual and regenerate, in as far his flesh is under 
a yoke ; and in so far as ho is unregenerate, in as 
&r his flesh is nnejugo without a yoke. The heal- 
ing of the spirit is not without the smiting of the 
flesh."* 

When I speak of this divine ordinance of church 
government, my meaning is not to allow, much less 
to animate any in the too severe and over-strict 
exercise of ecclesiastical discipline and censures. 
It was observed by Jerome, as one of the errors 
of the Montanists : Illi ad omne pene delictum 
eccleticB ohserant foreaA They shut the church 
door Cthat is, they excommunicate and shut out 
of the church) almost at every offence. I confess 
the greater part are more apt to fail in the de- 
fect than in the excess, and are like to come too 
short rather than to go too far. Yet a failing 
there may be, and hath been, both ways. The best 
things, whether in church or state, have been actu- 
ally abused, and may be so again, through the er- 
ror and corruption of men. The Holy Scripture 
itself is abused to the greatest mischiefs in the 
world, though in its own nature it serves for the 
greatest good in the world. The abuse of a thing 
which is necessary, and especially of a divine or- 
dinance, whether such abuse be feared or felt, 
ought not, may not, prejudice the thing itself. My 
purpose and endeavour shall be (wherein I be- 
seech the Lord to help my infirmities^ to own the 
thing, to disown the abuses of the thing, to point 
out the path of Christ's ordinance without allow- 
ing either rigour against such as ought to be ten- 
derly dealt with, or too much lenity towards such 
as must be saved with fear, and pulled out of the 
fire, or at all any aberration to the right or left 
hand. 

I have had much ado to gain so many horcB 
iubeisivcB from the works of my public calling, as 
might suflice for this work. I confess it hath cost 
me much pains, and I think I may say without 
presumption, he that will go about solidly to an- 
swer it will find it no easy matter. Subitane lucu- 
brations will not do it. But if any man shall, by 
unanswerable contrary reasons or evidences, dis- 
cover error or mistake in any of my principles, 
let truth have the victory, let God have the glory. 
Only this favour (I may say this justice) I shall 
protest for : First, That my principles and con- 
clusions may be rightly apprehended, and that I 
may not be charged with any absurd, dangerous 
or odious assertion, unless my own words be faith- 
fully cited from which that assertion shall be ga- 
thered, yea also without ct-r^cealing my explana- 
tions, qualifications, or restrictions, if any such 
there be ; which rule, to my best observation, I 
have not transgressed in reference to the oppo- 
sites. Secondly, That as I have not dealt with 
their nat«ct, but with their nucleus^ I have not 
scratched at their shell, but taken out their ker- 
nel (such as it is^, I have not declined them, but 
encountered, yea sought them out where their 
strength was greatest, where their arguments were 
hardest, and their exceptions most probable; so 
no man may decline or dissemble the strength of 
my arguments, inferences, authorities, answers 



* Orfgen. in Lev., hom. 8.— Quid pereutit 7 eamem. Quid aanat? 
■piritum. Pronui ut ilia defldat, itte profloiat. 
f Jcrom. ad IfaroeUum. 
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and replies, nor think it enongb to lift np an axe 
against the outermost branches, when he ought to 
strike at the root. Thirdly, If there be any acri- 
mony, let it be in a real and rational conviction, 
not in the manner of expression. In which also 
I ask no other measure to myself than I have 
given to others. It is but in rain for a man to 
help the blnntness of reason with the sharpness of 
pcunonj for thereby he looseth more than he 
gaineth with intelligent readers ; the simpler sort 
may peradventure esteem those Viotfttniftim, those 
despicable nothings, to be something, but then 
they are deluded not edified. Therefore let not 
a man cast forth a flood of passionate words 
when his arguments are like broken cisterns which 
can hold no water. 

If any replier there be of the Erastian party, 
who will confine himself within these rules and 
conditions, as I do not challenge him, so (if God 
spare me life and liberty) I will not refuse him. 
But if any shall so reply as to prevaricate and do 
contrary to these just and reasonable demands, 



I must (to his greater shame) call him to the or- 
ders, and make his tergiversation to appear. 

I shall detain thee (good reader) no longer. 
The Lord guide thee and all his people in ways of 
truth and peace, holiness and righteousness, and 
grant that this controversy may (I trust it shall) 
have a happy end to the glory of God, to the em- 
bracing and exalting of Jesus Christ in his kingly 
office, to the ordering of his bouse according to 
his own will, to the keeping pure of the ordi- 
nances, to the advancing of holiness, and shaming 
of profoneness, and finally to the peace, quiet, 
well-being, comfort, and happiness of the churches 
of Christ. These things (without thoughts of pro- 
voking any either public or private personj the 
searcher of hearts knoweth to be desired and in- 
tended by him who is 

Thine, to please thee, 

for thy good to edification. 

GEO. GILLESPIE. 
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OF THE JEWISH CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 



CHAPTER I. 

THAT EP THE ERASTIANS COULD PROVE WHAT 
THEY ALLEGE CONCERNING THE JEWISH 
CHURCH GOVERNMENT, YET IN THAT PAR- 
TICULAR THE JEWISH CHURCH COULD NOT 
BE A PRECEDENT TO THE CHRISTIAN. 

Observing that very much of Erastus's 
strength, and much of his foUowers' confi- 
dence, lieth in the Old Testament, and Jew- 
ish church, which, as they aver, knew no 
such distinction as civil government and 
church government, civil justice and church 
discipline, — I have thought good, first of 
all, to remove that great stumhling-block, 
that our way may afterward lie lair and 
plain before us. I do heartily acknowledge, 
that what we find to have been an orai- 
nance, or an approved practice in the Jew- 
ish church, ought to be a rule and pattern to 
us, such things only excepted wEich were 
tjrpical or temporal, that is, for which there 
were special reasons proper to that infancy 
of the church, and not common to us. Now 
if our opposites could prove that the Jewish 
church was nothinff but the Jewish state, 
and that the Jewish church government was 
nothing but the Jewish state government, 
and tluit the Jews had never any supreme 
sanhedrim but one only, and that civil and 
such a£ had the temporal coercive power of 
magistracy (which they will never be able 



to prove), yet there are divers considerable 
reasons for which that could be no precedent 
to us. 

First, Casaubon {exerc. 13, anno 31, 
num, 10) proves, out of Maimonides, that 
the sanhedrim was to be made up, if pos- 
sible, wholly of priests and Levites ; and that 
if so many priests and Levites could not be 
found as were fit to be of the sanhedrim, in 
that case some were assumed out of other 
tribes. Howbeit I hold not this to be agree- 
able to the first institution of the sanhedrim. 
But thus much is certain, that priests and 
Levites were members of the Jewish sanhe- 
drim, and had an authoritative decisive suf- 
frage in making decrees, and inflicting pun- 
ishments, as well as other members of the 
sanhedrim. Fhilo, the Jew {de vita Mosis, 
p. 530), saith, that he who was found gather- 
ing sticks upon the Sabbath, was brought 
ad principem et sacerdotum consistoriuniy 

M rif &^avr» if rtnt^^ivw (Uf h^ut, that is, tO 

the prince or chief ruler (meaning Moses), 
together with whom the priests did sit and 
judge in the sanhedrim. " Jehoshaphat did 
set of the Levites, of the priests, and of the 
chief of the fathers of Israel, for the judg- 
ment of the Lord," &c. 2 Chron. xix. 8, 

Secondly, The people of Israel had God's 
own judicial law, given by Moses, for their 
civil law, and the priests and Levites instead 
of civil lawyers. 

Thirdly, The sanhedrim did punish no 
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man unless admonition had been first given 
to him for his amendment. Maimonides, 
de fundam. legis, cap. 5, sect. 6, yea, saith 
Gul. Vorstius upon the place, though a man 
had killed his parents the sanhedrim did not 
punish him unless he were first admonished ; 
and when witnesses were examined, seven 
questions were propounded to them, one of 
which was, whether they had admonished 
the offender, as the Talmud itself tells us, 
ad tit. Sanhedrim, cap. 5, sect. 1. 

Fourthly, The sanhedrim, respondebat 
de jure, did interpret the law of God, and 
determine controversies concerning the sense 
and intent thereof, Deut. xvii. 8 — 11 ; and 
it was on this manner, as the Jerusalem 
Talmud, in Sanhedrim, cap. 10, sect. 2, 
records : " There were there (in Jerusalem) 
three assemblies of judges, — one sitting at 
the entry to the mountain of the sanctuary, 
another sitting at the door of the court, tne 
third sitting in the conclave made of cut 
stone. First, addresses were made to that 
which sat at the ascent of the mountains 
of the sanctuary ; then the elder (who came 
to represent the cause which was too hard 
for the courts of the cities) said on this man- 
ner, — *I have drawn this sense from the 
holy Scripture, my fellows have drawn that 
sense; I have taught thus, my fellows so 
and so.' If they had learned what is to be 
determined in that cause, they did commu- 
nicate it unto them, if not, they went for- 
ward together to the judges sitting at the 
door of the court, by whom they were in- 
structed, if they, after the laying forth of 
the difficulty, knew what resolutions to give. 
Otherwise all of them had recourse to the 
great sanhedrim ; for from it doth the law 
go forth unto all Israel." It is added in 
£Jxc, Gemar. Sanhed. cap. 10, sect. 1, that 
the sanhedrim did sit in the room of cut 
stone (which was in the temple) from the 
morning to the evening daily sacrifice. The 
sanhedrim did judge cases of idolatry, apos- 
tacy, false prophets, &c., Talm, Micros . in 
Sanhed, cap. 1, sect. 5. 

Now all this being unquestionably true of 
the Jewish sanhedrim, if we should suppose 
that they had no supreme sanhedrim but 
that which had the power of civil magis- 
tracy, then, I ask, where is that Christian 
state which was, or is, or ought to be, 
moulded according to this pattern ? Must 
ministers have vote in parliament? Must 
they be civil lawyers? Must all criminal 
and capital judgments be according to the 



judicial law of Moses, and none otherwise ? 
Must there be no civil punishment without 
previous admonition of the offender ? Must 
parliaments sit, as it were, in the temple of 
God, and interpret Scripture, which sense 
is true and which false, and determine con- 
troversies of faith and cases of conscience, 
and judge of all false doctrines? Yet all 
this must be if there be a parallel made 
with the Jewish sanhedrim. I know some 
divines hold that the judicial law of Moses, 
so far as concerneth the punishments of sins 
against the moral law, idolatry, blasphemy. 
Sabbath-breaking, adultery, theft, &c., ought 
to be a rule to the Christian magistrate ; 
and, for my part, I wish more respect were 
had to it, and that it were more consulted 
with. This by the way. I am here only 
showing what must follow if the Jewish go- 
vernment be taken for a precedent, without 
making a distinction of civil and church go- 
vernment. Surely the consequences will be 
such as I am sure our opposites will never 
admit of, and some of which (namely, con- 
cerning the civil places or power of minis- 
ters, and concerning the magistrate's autho- 
rity to interpret Scripture) ought not to be 
admitted. 

Certainly, if it should be granted that the 
Jews had but one sanhedrim, yet there was 
such an intermixture of civil and ecclesiasti- 
cal, both persons and proceedings, that there 
must be a partition made of that power 
which the Jewish sanhedrim did exercise, 
which, taken whole and entire together, can 
neither suit to our civil nor to our ecclesias- 
tical courts. Nay, while the Erastians ap- 
peal to the Jewidi sanhedrim (suppose it 
now to be but one) they do thereby engage 
themselves to grant unto church officers a 
share, at least, yea, a great share, in eccle- 
siastical government ; ior so they had in the 
supreme sanhedrim of the Jews. 

And further, the Jews had their st/nc^ 
goga magna, which Grotius on Matt. x. 17, 
distinguishes from the sanhedrim of seventy- 
one ; lor both prophets and others of place 
and power among the people, jprcefer, rm 
ffuvi^^out^ besides the members of that sanhe- 
drim were members of that extraordinary 
assembly, which was called the great syna- 
gogue, such as that assembly (Ezra x.) 
which did decree forfeiture and separation 
from the congregation to be the punishment 
of such as would not gather themselves unto 
Jerusalem, in which assembly were others 
beside those of the sanhedrim. Of the men 
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of the great synagogue I read in Tzemacli 
David, p. 66, edit. Hen. Vorstius, that they 
did receive the traditions from the prophets ; 
and it is added, Vir-i synagogce magnce or~ 
dinarunt nobis preces nostras, — The men 
of the great synagogue did appoint unto us 
our prayers, — meaning their liturgies, which 
they fancy to have been so instituted. The 
Hebrews themselves controvert whether all 
the men of the great synagogue did live at 
one and the same time, or successively ; but 
that which is most received among them is, 
that these men did flourish all at one time, 
as is told us in the passage last cited, where 
also these are named as men of the great 
synagogue, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Ze- 
rubbabel, Moraecai, Ezra, Jehoshua, Seria, 
KehaUah, Misphar, Kechum, Nehemiah. 
Kambam addeth Chananiah, Mischael and 
Azariah. 

Finally, as prophets, priests, and scribes 
of the law of God, had an interest in the 
syncLgoga magna after the captivity, so we 
read of occasional and extraordinary eccle- 
siastical synods before the captivity, as that 
assembly of the priests and Levites under 
Hezekiah, 2 Chron. xxix. 4, 15, and that sy- 
nod of the four hundred prophets, 1 Kings 
xxii. 6. Herod also gathered together the 
chief priests and scribes. Matt. ii. 4. I con- 
clude that if it should be granted there was 
no ecclesiastical sanhedrim among the Jews 
distinct from the civil, yet, as the necessity 
of a distinct ecclesiastical government among 
us is greater than it was among them, in re- 
spect of the four considerations above-men- 
tioned, so likewise the priests had a great 
deal more power and authority in the Jew- 
ish church, not only by occasional synods, 
but by their interest in synagoga magna, 
and in the civil sanhedrim itself, than the 
Erastians are willing that church officers 
should have in the Christian church. 



CHAPTER II. 

THAT THE JEWISH CHURCH WAS FORMALLY 
DISTINCT FROM THE JEWISH STATE OR 
COMMONWEALTH. 

It hath been by some (with much confi- 
dence and scorn of all who say otherwise) 
averred, that excommunication and churcn 
government distinct from the civil hath no 
pattern for it in the Jewish church. *' I 



am sure," saith Mr Coleman in his Brother- 
ly Examination Re-examined, p. 16, " the 
best reformed church that ever was, went 
this way, I mean the church of Israel, which 
had no distinction of church government and 
civil government." Hast thou appealed unto 
CfiBsar ? unto Csesar shalt thou go. Have you 
appealed to the Jewish church? thither shall 
you go. Wherefore I shall endeavour to make 
these five things appear : 1. That the Jewish 
church was formally distinct from the Jew- 
ish state. 2. That there was an ecclesiasti- 
cal sanhedrim and government distinct from 
the civil. 3. That there was an ecclesiasti- 
cal excommunication distinct from civil pun- 
ishments. 4. That in the Jewish church 
there was also a public exomologesis, or de- 
claration of repentance, and, thereupon, a 
reception or admission again of the onender 
to fellowship with the church in the holy 
things. 5. That there was a suspension of 
the profane from the temple and passover. 

First, The Jewish church was formally 
distinct from the Jewish state. I say for^ 
mally, because ordinarily they were not dis- 
tinct materially, the same persons being 
members of both; but formally they were 
distinct, as now the church and state are 
among us Christians. 1. In respect of dis- 
tinct laws, the ceremonial law was given to 
them in reference. to their church state, the 
judicial law was given to them in reference 
to their civil state. Is. Abrabanel, de capite 
jidei, cap. 13, putteth this difference be- 
tween the laws given to Adam and to the 
sons of Noali, and the divine law given by 
Moses, — that those laws were given for con- 
servation of human society, and are in the 
classes of judicial or civil laws. But the 
divine law given by Moses doth direct the 
soul to its last perfection and end. I do not 
approve the difference which he puts be- 
tween these laws. This only I note, that 
he distinguisheth judicial or civil laws for 
conservation of society, though given by God, 
from those laws which are given to perfect 
the soul, and to direct it to its last end, such 
as he conceives the whole moral and cere- 
monial law of Moses to be. Halichoth 01- 
am, tract 5, cap. 2, tells us that such and 
such rabbies were followed in the ceremonial 
laws ; other rabbies followed in the judicial 
laws. 2. In respect of distinct acts, they did 
not worship God and offer sacrifices in the 
temple, nor call upon the name of the Lord, 
nor give thanks, nor receive the sacraments 
as that state, but as that church. They 
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did not punish evil'doers by mulcts, im- 
prisonment, banishment, burning, stoning, 
hanging, as that church, but as that state. 
3. In respect of controversies, some causes 
and controversies did concern the Lord's 
matters, some the king's matters, 2 Chron. 
xix. 11. To judge between blood and blood 
was one thing ; to judge between law and 
commandment, between statutes ind judg- 
ments, that is, to give the true sense oi:* the 
law of God when it was controverted, was 
another thing. 4. In respect of officers, 
the priests ana Levites were church officers : 
magistrates and judges not so, but were min- 
isters of the state. The priests might not 
take the sword out of the hand of the magis- 
trates ; the magistrates might not offer sa- 
crifice nor exercise the priest's office. 5. In 
respect of continuance, when the Romans 
took away the Jewish state and civil govern- 
ment yet the Jewish church did remain, and 
the Romans did permit them the Uberty of 
their religion. And now, though the Jews 
have no Jewish state, yet they nave Jewish 
churches ; whence it is, that when they tell 
where one did or doth Uve, they do not 
mention the town but the church : '' In the 
holy church at Venice, at Frankford," &c. 
See Buxtorf. Lex. Rabbin, p. 1983. 6. In 
respect of variation, the constitution and 
government of the Jewish state was not the 
same, but different, under Moses and Jo- 
shua, under the judges, under the kings, 
and after the captivity ; but we cannot say 
that the church was remodelled as often as 
the state was. 7* In respect of members ; 
for, as Mr Selden hath very well observed 
concerning that sort of proselytes who had 
the name ofProselj/ti Justittce,^ They were 
initiated into the Jewish religion by circum- 
cision, baptism and sacrifice ; and they were 
allowed not only to worship God apart bv 
themselves, but also to come into the churcn 
and congregation of Israel, and to be called 
by the name of Jews, — nevertheless they 
were restrained and secluded from dignities, 
magistracies and preferments in the Jewish 
republic, and from divers marriages which 
were free to the Israelites, even as strangers 
initiated and associated into the church of 
Rome have not therefore the privilege of 



1 Be Jure natur. et Gentium, lib. 2. cap. 4, Pro- 
selyttts Justitias ntcnnque norato patrias nomine Ju- 
dseus diceretur, non tarn quidem ciyis Judaicus 
simpliciter censendus esset quam peregrinns sem- 
per, cui jura quamplurima inter cives. See the like, 
Ub. 5, C.20. 



Roman citizens. Thus Mr Selden, who 
hath thereby made it manifest that there 
was a distinction of the Jewish church and 
Jewish state, because those proselytes, being 
embodied into the Jewish church as church 
members, and having a right to communi- 
cate in the holy ordinajices among the rest 
of the people of God, yet were not properly 
members of the Jewish state, nor admitted 
to civil privileges ; whence it is also that the 
names of Jews and proselytes were used 
distinctly, Acts ii. 10. 



CHAPTER III. 

THAT THE JBWS HAD AN ECCLESIASTICAL 
SANHEDRIM AND OOYEBNMENT DISTINCT 
FROM THE CIVIL. 

I come to the second point, that there 
was an ecclesiastical government and an 
ecclesiastical sanhedrim among the Jews. 
This distinction of the two sarmedrims, the 
civil and the ecclesiastical, is maintained by 
Zepperus, de polit, eccles. Ub. 3, cap. 7 ; 
Junius, in Deut. xvii. ; Piscator, ibid. ; Wol- 
phius, in 2 Eangs xxiii. ; Gerhard Harm, de 
pass, cap. 8 ; Godwin's Moses and Aaron^ 
lib. 6, cap. 1 ; Bucerus de gubem, eccLy 
p. 61, 62 ; WalsBus, tom. 2, p. 9 ; Pelargus, 
in Deut. xvii. ; Sopingius ad banamfidem 
Sibrandiy p. 261, et seq. ; the Dutch An- 
notations on Deut. xvii. and 2 Chron. xix. ; 
Bertramus de polit, Jud. cap. 11 ; Apol- 
lonii jus Majest,^ part 1, p. 374 ; Strigehus, 
in 2 Paraiip. cap. 19 ; the professors of 
Groningen {vide Jvdidum facult. Theol. 
academioi Groninganos^ apud Cabeljav. 
def. potest. Bcd.^ p. 64). I remember 
Raynolds, in the conference with Hart, is 
of die same opinion ; also Mr Paget, in his 
Defence of Church Government, p. 41, be- 
sides divers others. I shall only add the 



> Buxtorf. Lezic. Chald. Talm. et Rabbin, p. 406. 
Poselyti justitisB snnt qui non rerum extemarum, 
sed solius religionis causa, et glorias Dei studio, re- 
ligionem Judaicam amplectuntur, et totam legem 
Mosis dicto modo recipiunt. Hi natis Jndaeis ha- 
bentur sequales: understand in an ecclesiastical, 
not in a civil capacity. In which sense also Mat- 
thias Martinius, in lezic philoL, p. 2922, saith that 
these proselytes, cum ad sacrorum Judaicorum 
commuoiouem admittebantur, etc., reri Judaei cen- 
sebantur ; and that to be made a proselyte and to 
be made a Jew, are used promiscuously in the rab- 
binical writings. So also Drusius praet. 1. 4, in lo. 
12,20. 
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testimony of Gonstantinus L'Empereur, a 
man siii^larly weU acquainted Vith the 
Jewish antiquities, who hath expressed him- 
self concemmg this point hoth in his Anno- 
tations upon Bertram, p. 389, and Annot, in 
Cod. Mtddoth. p. 187, 188. The latter of 
these two passages is in the note,^ express- 
ing not only his opinion, but the ground of 
it. And it is no obscure footstep of the ec- 
clesiastical sanhedrim,^ which is cited out of 
Elias by Dr Buxtorff , in his Lexicon Ckald. 
Talmud, et Mabbin. p. 1514. 

The first institution of an ecclesiastical 
sanhedrim appeareth to me to be held forth 
in £xod. xxiv. 1, where Grod saith to Moses, 
" Come up unto the Lord, thou and Aaron, 
Nadab and Abihu, and seventy of the elders 
of Israel." It is a controversy among in- 
terpreters who those seventv elders were. 
Tostatus maketh it clear^ that they were 
not the seventy elders chosen for uie go- 
vernment of the commonwealth, Num. xi. ; 
nor yet the judges chosen by the advice 
of Jethro, Exod. xviii. ; nor yet any other 
judges who had before-time judged tne peo- 
ple. These three negatives Willet upon 



1 GaBtemm snpremns Senatns cnjns in hoc con- 
clavi sedes, duplex fuisse yidetur, pro rerum ecclesi- 
asticaram et politicarum diversitate: quoniam Deut. 
XYii. 12, ubi de snpremis senatoribns agitur, mani- 
festo sacerdos a Jndice distinguitnr ; ad sacerdotem 
ant ad Jndicem, «.«., sacerdotes ant Judices, ut 
com. 9, indicio est, ubi pro sacerdote ponuntur sa- 
cerdotes. Adde Jehoshaphatum, cum Judicia Hiero- 
Bolymis restanraret, duos ordines constituisse, sa- 
cerdotes et capita familiarum, ad judicium Dei et 
ad litem : similiter duos praesides com. 11, unum ad 
omnen causam Dei : altenim scilicet ducem Judas- 
omm ad omne negotium regis. Quibus sucdnnnt 
yerba, Jer. ziz. 1^ quibus seniores populi ab seniori- 
bus sacerdotum distinguntur. Quocirca in N. T. 
sublato (ut videtur) per Herodem, uno synedrio, sc. 
politico ; altenim apostolomm seculo superfnit, in 
quo politlci etiam manebant reliquiaa: nam ab ec- 
clesiasticis seniores populi distinguntur, Matt. zzTi. 
3, 69; xzvii. 1. Ni magis placeat, quod ab aliis 
obserratum fuit, Herodem, sublatis 70. Senior!- 
bus e familia Dayidica, alios inferiores substituisse : 
quod judiciorum quibusdam ezemplis firmari yide- 
tur. Adeo ut illis temporibus duplex quoque Syne- 
drium fuerit, qnamyis ntrinsqne senatores subiade 
conyenirent : quo forte referendum «•« rvyt^^My iktt, 
quod Matt. xxyL 59 ; Mark xiy. 55 : xy. 1 ; Acts 
xxii. 30, occurit. (Quin etiam c. 1, cod. Jomae, ead- 
em distinctio his yerbis confirmatur ubi de praepo- 
ratione sacerdotis magni ad diem expiationis agi- 
tur) tradunt eum seniores domus Judicii, seniori- 
bus sacerdotii 

s Propter meritum assesaomm Synedrii, qui oc- 
cupati sunt in lege, et illuminant Judicium. Et 
descendit in Babyloniam ad concilium sapientum. 
Id non fuit Synedriom Judicum et magistratus 
Bummi, sed collegium doctorum. 

s In Exod. xxiy. Quest. 3. 



the place holdeth with Tostatus. Not the 
first, for this was done at Mount Sinai, 
shortly after their coming out of Egypt. 
But on the twentieth day of the second 
month, in the second year, they took their 
journey from Sinai to the wilderness of Pa- 
ran, Num. X. 11, 12, and there pitched at 
Hibroth-hataavath, Num. xxxiii. 16, where 
the seventy elders were chosen, to relieve 
Moses of the burden of government. So 
that this election of seventy, Exod. xxiv., 
was before that election of seventy. Num. 
xi. Not the second, for this election of 
seventy, Exod. xxiv., was before that elec- 
tion of judges by Jethro's advice, Exod. 
xviii., Jethro himself not having come to 
Moses till the end of the first year, or the 
beginning of the second year, after the com- 
ing out of Egypt,. and not before the giving 
of the law ; which Tostatus proves by this 
argument : the law was given the third day 
after they came to Sinai, but it was impos- 
sible that Jethro could in the space of three 
days hear that Moses and the people of Is- 
rael were in the wilderness of Sinai, and 
come there unto them, — ^that Moses should 
go forth and meet him, and receive him, 
and entertain him, — that Jethro should ob- 
serve the manner of Moses' government, in 
litigious government from morning till eve- 
ning, and give counsel to rectify it, — ^that 
Moses should take course to help it. How 
could all this be done in those three days, 
which were also appointed for sanctifying 
the people against the receiving of the law ? 
Therefore he concludeth that the story of Je- 
thro, Exod. xviii., is an anticipation.^ Last- 
ly, he saith, the seventy elders mentioned 
Exod. xxiv., could not be judges who did 
judge the people before Jethro came, be- 
cause Jethro did observe the whole burden 
of government did lie upon Moses alone, 
and there were no other judges. 

Now it is to be observed that the seventy 
elders chosen and called, Exod. xxiv., were 
also invested with authority in judging con- 
troversies,^ wherein Aaron or Hur were to 
preside, verse 14. They are joined with 
Aaron, Nadab, and Abihu, and are called 
up as a representative of the whole church, 
when God was making a covenant with his 



1 In Exod. xyiii. Quest. 2. 

s Menochius in Exod. xxiy. 14, redite ad populum, 
ut illurn regatis, et in officio contineatis. Pelargus 
upon the place saith that Moses would not leaye the 
church without rulers to ayoid the danger of popu- 
lar anarchy. 
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people. It is after the judicial laws, £xod. 
xxi., xxii., xxiii., and that xxiv. chapter is 
a transition to the ceremonial laws concern- 
ing the worship of Grod and structure of the 
tabernacle, which are to follow. Neither 
had the seventy elders, of which now I 
speak, any share of the supreme civil go- 
vernment, to judge hard civil causes, and to 
receive appeals concerning those things from 
the inferior judges ; for ml this did still lie 
upon Moses alone, Num. xi. 14. Further- 
more they saw the glory of the Lord, and 
were admitted to a sacred banquet, and to 
eat of the sacrifices in his presence, Exod. 
xxiv. 5, 10,11, and were thereby confirmed 
in their calling. All which laid together 
may seem to amount to no less than a so- 
lemn interesting and investing of them into 
an ecclesiastical authority. 

The next proof for the ecclesiastical san- 
hedrim shall be taken from Deut. xvii. 8 — 
12, where observe, 1. It is agreed upon, 
both by Jewish and Christian expositors, 
that this place holds forth a supreme civil 
court of judges ; and the authority of the 
civil sanhedrim is mainly grounded on this 
very text. Now if this text holds forth a 
superior civil jurisdiction, as is universally 
acknowledged, it holds forth also a superior 
ecclesiastical jurisdiction distinct from the 
civil; for the text carrieth the authority 
and sentence of the priests as high as the 
authority and sentence of the judges, and 
that in a disjunctive way, as two powers, not 
one, and each of them binding respectively 
and in its proper sphere. 2. The Hebrew 
doctors tell us of three kinds of causes, which, 
being found difficult, were transmitted from 
the inferior courts to those at Jerusalem: 
(1.) Capital causes; (2.) Mulcts; (3.) Le- 
prosy, and the judgment of clean or unclean. 
Now this third belonged to the cognisance 
and judgment of the priests ; yea, the text 
itself holdeth forth two sorts of causes and 
controversies : some forensical, between blood 
and blood ; some ceremonial, between stroke 
and stroke. Not only Jerome, but the Chal- 
dee and Greek readeth, between leprosy and 
leprosy, Grotius noteth the Hebrew word 
is used for leprosy many times in one chap- 
ter, Lev. xiii. Plea and plea seemeth 
common to both, there being difference of 
judgment concerning the one and the other. 
3. Here are two judicatories distinguished by 
the disjunctive or^ verse 12, which we have 
both in the Hebrew, Chaldee, Greek, and 
in our English translation ; so that, verse 9, 



and is put for or, as Grotius noteth, ex- 
pounding that verse by verse 12 ; and as 
the priests and Levites are put in the plural, 
verse 9, the like must be understood of the 
judge, whereby we must imderstand judges ; 
and so the Chaldee readeth, verse 9, even 
as, saith Ainsworth, many captains are in 
the Hebrew called an head, 1 Chron. iv. 
42. And so you have there references of 
difficult cases from the inferior courts to 
the priests, or to the judges at Jerusalem. 
4. There is also some intimation of a two- 
fold sentence ; one concerning the meaning 
of the law: *' according to the sentence of the 
law, which they shall teach thee," verse 11 ; 
and this belonged to the priests, Mai. ii. 7, 
" for the priest's (it is not said the judge's) 
lips should preserve knowledge, and they 
should seek the law at his mouth." An- 
other concerning matter of i^ : " and ac- 
cording to the judgment which they shall 
tell thee thou snalt do." Grotius upon the 
place acknowledgeth a judgment of the 
priests distinct from that of the judges, and 
he addeth a simile from the Romaji synod, 
consisting of seventy bishops, which was con- 
sulted in weighty controversies. But he is 
of opinion that the priests and Levites did 
only endeavour to satisfy and reconcile the 
dissenting parties, which if they did, well ; 
if not, that then they referred the reasons 
of both parties to the sanhedrim, who gave 
forth their decree upon the whole matter. 
The first part of that which he saith help- 
eth me ; but this last hath no ground in the 
text, but is manifestly inconsistent there- 
with; verse 12, " The man that will do 
presumptuously, and will not hearken unto 
the priest, or unto the judge, even that man 
shall die ;" which proves that the judgment 
of both was supreme in suo genere,^ that is, 
if it was a controversy ceremonial between 
leprosy and leprosy, or between clean and 
unclean, Lev. x. 9 — 11 ; Ezek. xxii. 26 ; or 
dogmatical and doctrinal, concerning the 
sense of the law, and answering de jure, 
when the sense of the law was controverted 
by the judges of the cities, then he that 
would not stand to the ecclesiastical sanhe- 
drim, whereof the high priest was president, 
was to die the death. But if the cause was 
criminal, as between blood and blood, where- 



1 Erastus Confirm thes. lib. 4, cap. 3, Moses 
operte ait, interficiendum esse ilium, qui vel sacer- 
dotis sententisB vel Judicis asaentire noUet. Non 
ergo Uberum facit ab illo ad hone provocare. 
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in the nature or proof of the fact could not 
be agreed upon by the judges of the cities, 
then he that would not submit to the decree 
of the civil sanhedrim at Jerusalem should 
die the death. And thus the English di- 
vines, in their late annotations, give the 
sense according to the disjunction, ver. 12. 
While the priest bringeth warrant from God 
for the sentence which he passeth in the 
cause of man, £zek. xliv. 23, 24, he that 
contumaciously disobeyeth him, disobeyeth 
God, Luke x. 16 ; Matt. x. 14. The cause 
is aUke, if the just sentence of a competent 
judge be contemned in secular affairs. 

In the third place, we read that David 
did thus divide the Levites (at that time 
eight-and-thirty thousand), four-and-twenty 
thousand of them were to set forward the 
work of the house of the Lord ; four thou- 
sand were porters, and four thousand praised 
the Lord with instruments, and six thou- 
sand of them were made, some schoterim 
officers, and some schophtim judges, 1 
Chron. xxiii. 4. Some understand by scho- 
terim, rulers, or those who were over the 
charge. To speak properly, schophtim were 
those that gave sentence, schoterim, those 
that looked to the execution of the sen- 
tence, and to the keeping of the law, like 
the wfM6sffM among the Grecians; for v»M' 
hfflet was one thing, vafce^uXuxM another : so 
1 Chron. xxvi. 29, " Ohenaniah 'and his 
sons were for the outward business over 
Israel, for officers (or rulers, or over the 
charge), and judges;" that is, they were 
not tied to attendance and service in the 
temple, as the porters and singers,' and 
those that did service about the sacrifices, 
lights, washings, and such like things in the 
temple ; but they were to judge and give 
sentence concerning the law, and the mean- 
ing thereof,^ when any such controversy 
should be brought before them from any of 
the cities in the land. They were not ap- 
pointed to be officers and judges over the 
rest of the Levites, to keep them in order, 
for which course was taken in another way, 
but to be rulers and judges over Israel, saith 
the text, in " the outward business" which 
came from without to Jerusalem, in judging 



1 Menochins in 1 Paral. xxiii. 4, idem sunt propo- 
siti et JndiceSy quorum mnnus erat Tsraelitarum 
cansas qusB juxta legem finiebautur, judicare, quod 
patet ex 2 Paral. xix. 8, ubi habemus coustituit Je- 
hoshaphat in Jerusalem levitas et sacerdotes et prin- 
cipes familiar um ex Israel, ut judicium et causam 
domini judicarent. 



of which, perad venture, they were to attend 
by course, or as they were called. If any 
say that all those Levites who were judges 
did not sit in judgment at Jerusalem, but 
some of them in several cities of the land, 
that there might be the easier access to 
them; I can easily grant it, and I verily be- 
lieve it was so, and it maketh the more for a 
church government in particular cities, which 
was subordinate to the ecclesiastical sanhe- 
drim at Jerusalem. However the Levites 
had a ruling power, and, Deut. xxxi. 28, 
those who are schoterim, in the original the 
Septuagints call y^afifiutrtufoyatytTs, Jerome, 
doctors, because their teachers were officers 
over the charge, and had a share in govern- 
ment. Now no man can imagine that there 
were no other officers over the charge not 
judges in Israel except the Levites only ; 
for it foUoweth in that same story, 1 Chron. 
xxviii. 1, " And David assembled all the 
princes of Israel, the princes of the tribes, 
and the captains of the companies that min- 
istered unto the king by course, and the 
captains over the thousands," &c. Nor yet 
will any man say that the Levites were offi- 
cers over the charge, and judges of the same 
kind, in the same manner, or for the same 
ends, with the civil rulers or judges, or the 
military commanders ; or that there was no 
distinction between the ruling power of the 
princes and the ruling power of the Le- 
vites. Where, then, shall the difference 
lie, if not in this, — ^that there was an eccle- 
siastical government besides the civil and 
military? I grant those Levites did rule 
and judge not only in all the business of the 
Lord, but also in the service of the king, 
1 Chron. xxvi. 30, 32. But the reason 
was, because the Jews had no other civil 
law but God's own law, which the priests 
and Levites were to expound ; so that it was 
proper for that time, and there is not the 
like reason that the ministers of Jesus 
Christ in the New Testament should judge 
or rule in civil affairs ; nay, it were con- 
trary to the rule of Christ and his apostles 
for us to do so, yet the Levites' judging and 
governing in all the business of the Lord, 
is a pattern lefl for the entmsting of church 
officers in the New Testament with a power 
of church government : there being no such 
reason for it, as to make it peculiar to the 
Old Testament, and not common to the 
New. 

The fourth scripture which proves an ec- 
clesiastical government and sanhedrim, is 
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2 Ghron. xix. 8, 10, 11, where Jehoeiha- 
phat restoreth the same church government 
which was first instituted by the hand of 
Moses, and afterward ordered and settled 
W David. " Moreover (saith the text) in 
Jerusalem did Jehoshaphat set of the Le- 
vites, and of the priests, and of the chief of 
the fathers of Israel, for the judgment of 
the Lord, and for controversies," &c. It is 
not controverted whether there was a civil 
sanhedrim at Jerusalem, but that which is 
to be proved from the place is an ecclesias- 
tical court, which I prove thus: Where 
there is a court made up of ecclesiastical 
members, judging spiritual and ecclesiasti- 
cal causes, for a spiritual and ecclesiastical 
end, moderated bj an ecclesiastical presi- 
dent, having power ultimately and authori- 
tatively to determine causes and controver- 
sies brought before them by appeal or re- 
ference from inferior courts, and whose sen- 
tence is put into execution by ecclesiastical 
officers, there it must needs be granted that 
there was a supreme ecclesiastical court, 
with power of government. But such a 
court we find at Jerusalem in Jehosha- 
phat's time; therefore, the proposition, I 
suppose, no man will deny ; tor a court so 
constituted, so qualified, and so authorised, 
is the very thing now in debate. And he 
that will grant us the thing which is in the 
assumption, shall have leave to call it by 
another name if he please. The assump- 
tion I prove by the parts. 

1. Here are Levites and priests in this 
court, as members thereof, with power of 
decisive suffrage, and with them such of the 
chief of the fauiers of Israel as were joined 
in the government of that church ; whence 
the reverend and learned Assembly of Di- 
vines, and many Protestant writers before 
them; have draW an argument for ruling 
elders. And this is one of the scriptures 
alleged by our divines against Bellarmine, 
to prove that others beside those who are 
commonly, but corruptly, called the clergy, 
ought to have a decisive voice in synods. 

2. Spiritual and ecclesiastical causes were 
here judged : which are called by the name 



1 SalmasiuB apparat. ad libros de Primatn, p. 302. 
Qu» ad res sacras ac divinas pertinebant, de his 
prsecipue judicium sacerdotum fnit, de aliis civili- 
bas et regalibus, praosides si rege constituti, nt 
patet ex lib. 2 Cbron. six. Tirinus in 2 Chron. 
xix. 11, Ubi nota distinctionem forfori seu magis- 
tratns ecclesiastici et civilis, coutra Anglo-Calvin- 
istas et nostros Arminianos. 



of " the judgment of the Lord," ver. 8, and 
" the matters of the Lord," distinguished 
firom " the king's matters," ver. 11 ; so ver. 
10, beside controversies " between blood 
and blood," that is, concerning consangui- 
nity and the interpreting of the laws con- 
cerning forbidden degrees in marriage (it 
being observed bv interpreters that all the 
lawful or unlawfiil degrees are not particu- 
larly expressed, but some only, and the rest 
were to be judged of by parity of reason, and 
so it might £ali within the cognisance of the 
ecclesiastical sanhedrim), though it may be 
abo expounded otherwise, " between blood 
and blood," that is, whether the murder 
was wilM or casual (which was matter of 
fact), the cognisance whereof belonged to 
the civil judge; it is further added, ^be- 
tween law and commandment, statutes and 
judgments, noting seeming contradictions 
between one law and another (such as Ma- 
nasseh Ben Israel hath spoken of in his 
Conciliator), or when the sense and mean- 
ing of the law is controverted (which is 
not matter of fact, but of right), wherein 
special use was of the priest, whose hps 
should preserve knowledge, and the law was 
to be sought at his mouth, Mai. ii. 7, and 
that not only ministerially and doctrinally, 
but iudiciaUy, and in the sanhedrim at Je- 
rusalem, such controversies concerning the 
law of God were brought before them, as in 
2 Chron. xix., the place now in hand : *' Ye 
dball even warn them," &c., which, being 
spoken to the court, must be meant of a sy- 
nedrical decree, determining those questions 
and controversies concerning the law which 
should come before them. As for that dis- 
tinction in the text of " the Lord's matters 
and the king's matters," Erastus, p. 274, 
saith, that by the Lord's matters is meant 
any cause expressed in the law which was 
to be judged, whereby he takes away the 
distinction which the text makes ; for in his 
sense the king's matters were the Lord's 
matters ; whicn himself (it seems) perceiv- 
ing, he immediately yieldeth our interpre- 
tation, that by the Lord's matters, are 
meant things pertaining to the worship of 
God, and by the king's matters, civil thmgs. 
Si per illas libet res ad cultum Dei spec- 
tantes, per hoec res civiles acdpere, non 
pugnabo. " If you please (saith he) by 
those to understand things pertaining to 
the worship of God, by these, civil thmgs, 
I wUl not be against it." 

3. It was for a spiritual and ecclesiastical 
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end, — " Ye shall even warn them that they 
trespass not against the Lord." It is not 
said, against one another, but, against 
the Lord, for two reasons : 1, Because 
mention had been made of the command- 
ments, statutes and judgments after the 
general word law, ver. 10, by which names 
mterpreters used to understand rboth in this 
and many other places of Scripture) the 
laws moral, ceremonial and judicial. Now 
the case to be judged might be part of the 
ceremonial law, having reference to God 
and his ordinances, and not part of the judi- 
cial law, or any injury done by a man to his 
neighbour ; and, m reference to the moral 
law, it might be a trespass against the first 
table, not against the second. 2. Even in 
the case oi a personal or civil injury, or 
whatsoever the controversy was tnat was 
brought before them, they were to warn 
the judges in the cities not to trespass 
against the Lord, by mistaking or misun- 
derstanding the law, or by righting men's 
wrongs so as to wrong divine rignt; and 
for that end they were to determine the 
jus, and the intendment of the law, when it 
was controverted. 

4. Whatsoever cause of their brethren 
that dwelt in the cities should come unto 
them, ver. 10 (whether it should come by 
appeal, or by reference and arbitration), 
this court at Jerusalem was to give out an 
ultimate and authoritative determination of 
it ; so that what was brought from inferior 
courts to them, was brought no higher to any 
other court. 

6. This court had an ecclesiastical prolo- 
cutor or moderator, ver. 11, " Amariah the 
chief priest is over you in all matters of the 
Lord ;" whereas Zebadiah, the ruler of the 
house of Judah, was speaker in the civil 
sanhedrim for all the king's matters. A- 
mariah and Zebadiah were not only with 
the sanhedrim as members, or as council- 
lors, but over them as presidents. Eis 
summos magistratus (i^»vrtt^ ex amioo^ 
rum numera prceposuit, Amasiam sacer- 
dotem, et ex Judce trihu Zebadiam, saith 
Josephus, Antiq. 1. 9, cap. 1. Erastus con- 
fesseth, p. 273, that both of them were pre- 
sidents set over the sanhedrim, and, p. 275, 
Si sacerdotem in Dei nomine, Zebadiam 
autem regis prcesedisse afirmetur, non 
refragabor. He confesseth also that the 
one was more especially to take care of the 
Lord's matters, tne other of the king's mat- 
ters. What then? He saith they were 



E residents both of them to the whole san- 
edrim, not the one to one number and the 
other to another. Yet in this he yieldeth 
also, p. 273, Qiuinquam non peecet forte, 
qui senatores hos per ojicia distributos 
dioat, ut alii magis hcec, alii magis iUa 
negotia tractarint. Whosoever denieth 
that that place proveth two distinct courts, 
he may be convinced from this one reason, 
and I shall say to him in the words of Bil- 
dad. Job viii. 8, " Enquire, I pray thee, of 
the former age, and prepare thyself to the 
search of their fathers ;" and in the pro- 
phet's words, Jer. ii. 10, " Pass over the 
isles of Ghittim, and see, and send unto 
Kedar, and consider diligently, and see if 
there be such a thing." Where was it ever 
heard of that a priest was president of a 
court, and that in sacred things and causes ; 
that a civil magistrate was president of a 
court, and that in civil causes, and yet not 
two courts, but one court ? If both courts 
had materially consisted of the same mem- 
bers, of the same priests, and of the same 
fathers of Israel (which yet cannot be 
proved), this very diversification of the pre- 
sidents, and of tne subject-matter (if there 
were no more), will prove two courts for- 
mally distinct ; even as now among our- 
selves, the same men may be members of 
two, or three, or four, or more courts, but 
the distinction of presidents, and of the sub- 
ject-matter, maketh the court distinct. 

6. Here were also ecclesiastical officers, 
ver. 11, " Also the Levites shall be officers 
before you." As before, 1 Chron. xxiii. 26, 
some of the Levites were schophtim, judges 
to give sentence, others schoterim, officers 
to see that sentence put in execution, and 
to cause those that were refractory to obey 
it (so do the Hebrews distinguish these two 
words), so it was here also, some of the Le- 
vites were appointed to judge, some to do 
the part of officers in point of execution of 
ecclesiastical censures; for they could not, 
nor might not, compel men by the civil 
sword. The same name is given to military 
officers who prosecute the commands of au- 
thority. Josh. i. 10. And so much of this 
fourth. 

The fifth place which I take to hold forth 
that distinction of courts and jurisdictions, is 
Jer. xxvi., where first the prophet is taken 
into the court of the priests and prophets, 
for which the Chaldee readeth scribes, whose 
office it was to be doctors of the law, and 
to resolve the difficult cases; and in that 

B 
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oapacity they were members of ecclesiastical 
councils, Matt. ii. 4. To the same sense, 
saith Diodati, that the prophets here spoken 
of were such as were learned in the law, and 
had been bred in the schools and colleges of 
the chief prophets, and, in Jeremiah's time, 
were present at ecclesiastical judgments and 
assemblies, 2 Kings xxiii. 2, as in Christ's 
time the scribes and doctors of the law used 
to be, who were somewhat like these pro- 
phets. Menochius and others expound it as 
the Chaldee doth. In this court Jeremiah 
was examined and judged as a false prophet, 
ver. 8, 9 ; yet, though they had judged him 
worthy to die, the court of the princes ac- 
quitteth him as a prophet of the Lord, who 
had spoken to them in the name of the 
Lord, ver. 10, 11, 16. That Jeremiah's 
cause was twice judged in two distinct courts, 
and two different sentences upon it, hath 
been asserted by divers of the Erastian 
party, to prove appeals from ecclesiastical to 
civil courte ; to which argument I have else- 
where spoken. Only I take here what they 
grant, — that there were two courts, and two 
sentences given, — and so it was. The sen- 
tence of the court of the priests (as them- 
selves explain it, ver. 11), was this, — " This 
man is worthy to die," or, as the Hebrew 
hath it, " The judgment of death is for this 
man ;" the Chaldee thus, — " A sin of the 
judgment of death is upon this man ;" for, 
say they, he hath prophesied so and so ; 
and he that speaketh against this city, and 
gainst this holy place, is worthy to die. 
But the sentence of the court of the princes 
is, ver, 16, " This man is not worthy to die, 
for he hath spoken to us in the name of the 
Lord our Grod." They do not say to the 
priests, Who did put any jurisdiction, or 
authority to judge, m your hands ? but they 
acquit him, in point of fact, whom the court 
of the priests nad condemned, in point of 
right ; as if they had said to the priests, If 
Jeremiah were a false prophet you had rea- 
son to call for justice upon him, even unto 
death ; but your judgment hath run upon a 
false supposition m point of fact, which we 
do not find proved, but know to be false. 
Wherefore from this place these two things 
may appear : 1. That me court of the priests 
had not power of capital punishments ; for 
if they had, certainly Jeremiah had been 
put to death, as Jerome noteth. 2. Yet 
they had a power to judge of a false prophet, 
and judiciaUy to pronounce him to be a false 
propnet, and such a one as ought to be pun- 



ished so and so, according to the law. That 
they had such a power appeareth, (1.) from 
ver. 8, 9, where they do not take him to 
lead him to the court of the princes, and 
there to accuse him ; but they take him, so 
as to give forth their own sentence against 
him, as against a false prophet, — " xhou 
shalt surely die," say they, " why hast thou 
prophesied in i^e name of the Lord ?" &c. 
Why didst thou dare to pretend the name 
of God, as if God had sent thee to preach 
against the temple and holy city ? (2.) Je- 
remiah doth not in all his differences allege 
that the priests and scribes had not power 
to judge of a false prophet, or to give sen- 
tence against one m such a case : nor yet 
did the princes object this, as hath been 
said ; yet this had been as strong an excep- 
tion as could have been made against the 
priests, if they had assumed a power and 
authority of judgment which was without 
their sphere, and did not at all belong unto 
them. (3.) If you compare the sentence of 
the priests with the sentence of the princes, 
the former is in suo genere^ no less judicial, 
authoritative, and peremptory than the lat- 
ter ; only that was affirmative, this was ne- 
gative. Finally, let us take for a conclusion 
of this argument that which Mr Prynne 
himself, in his fourth part of " The Sove- 
reign Power of Parliaments and Kingdoms," 
p. 144, tells us, out of Vindidoe contra 
Tt/rannoSy with an approbatory and enco- 
miastic close of his citation : *^ Jeremiah, 
being sent by God to denounce the over- 
throw of the city Jerusalem, is, for this, 
first condemned (citing in the margin Jer. 
xxvi.) by the priests and prophets, that is, 

BT THE ECCLESIASTICAL JUDGMENT OB SE- 
NATE, afler this, by all the people, that is, 
by the ordinary judges of the city, to wit, 
by the captains oi thousands and hundreds ; 
at last, by the princes of Judah, that is, by 
seventy-one men sitting in the new porch of 
the temple, his cause being made known, 
he is acquitted." 

The sixth place which intimateth an eccle- 
siastical sanhedrim, is Jer. xviii. 18, where 
the adversaries of Jeremiah say among them- 
selves, ^' Come and let us devise devices 
a&:ainst Jeremiah, for the law shall not pe- 
A from the priest, nor counsel from ^e 
wise, nor the word firom the prophet. Come, 
and let us smite him wita the tongue." 
The force of their argument (as not only 
our interpreters, but Maldonat also, and 
Sanctius, following Aquinas and Lyra, tell 
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us) stands in this, those who are of greatest 
authority in the church, the priests, pro- 
phets, and elders, with whom are the oracles 
of truth, do contradict Jeremiah, therefore 
he is a false prophet. But what was the 
ground of this consequence ? Surely the 
ground was tliat which BuUinger and the 
late English annotations do observe, namely, 
the Popish error was also their error, — ^the 
church cannot err. But let us yet follow 
the argument to the bottom. How came 
they to think the church cannot err? or 
what was that church which they thought 
infallible ? No doubt they had respect to 
the law of the sanhedrim, Deut. xrii. 10 — 
12, *' And thou shalt do according to the 
sentence which they of that place ^imch the 
Lord shall choose) shall show tnee ; and 
thou shalt observe to do according to all that 
they inform thee : according to the sentence 
of the law which they shau teach thee, and 
according to the judgment which they shall 
tell thee, thou shalt do : thou shalt not de- 
cline from the sentence which they shall 
show thee, to the right hand, or to the left ; 
and the man that will do presumptuously, 
and will not hearken unto the priest (that 
standeth to minister there before the Lord 
thy God) or unto the judge, even that man 
dball die." From this scripture misapplied 
they drew an argument against Jeremiah, 
wherein their meaning could not be this, 
that the doctrine of eveiy individual priest, 
or of every individual scribe, is infallible (for 
as the law now cited did speak of the san- 
hedrim, not of individual priests, so neither 
the Jews of old, nor the Papists after them, 
have drawn the conceited infallibility so low 
as to every particular priest) ; but they 
mean collectively, and point at an assembly 
or council of priests, wise men, and prophets, 
which, as they apprehended, could not err, 
and whose determination they preferred to 
the word of the Lord by Jeremiah ; " for 
the law (that is, saith Menochius, itie in- 
terpretation of the law) cannot perish from 
the priest, nor counsel from the wise." Now 
this was an ecclesiastical, not a civil sanhe- 
drim, which may appear thus: 1. They do 
not make mention of the judge mentioned 
Deut. xvii. (where the priest and the judge 
are distinguished), only they mention the 
priest^ the prophet (for which the Chaldee 
hath scribe : which is all one, as to the pre- 
sent argument; for we find both prophets 
and scribes in ecclesiastical assemblies, as 
was said before), and the wise. By the wise, 



are meant those that were chief or did excel 
among the scribes or doctors of the law. So 
Grotius, annot. in Matt, xxiii. 34, and it 
may be collected from Jer. viii. 8, 9. This 
is certain, that these wise men were church- 
officers ; for as they are distinguished from 
the judges, Isa. iii. 2, so Jesus Christ, 
speaking of apostles and other ministers of 
the gospel whom he was to send forth, ex- 
presseth himself by way of allusion to the 
ecclesiastical ministers of the Jews, Matt, 
xxiii. 34, '^ Behold I send unto you pro- 
phets, and wise men, and scribes," which 
Luke xi. 49, hath thus, " I will send them 

Erophets and apostles." 2. The civil san- 
edrim at this time did (so far as we can 
find) contradict Jeremiah; but when his 
cause came afterward before them, Jer. 
xxvi., they show much favoiur and friend- 
ship to him. 3. That which is added, 
^' Come and let us smite him with the 
tongue," may be three ways read, and 
every way it suiteth to the ecclesiastical san- 
hedrim (whether themselves be the speakers 
in the text, or whether the people be the 
speakers of it, as of that which tney would 
desire and move the sanhedrim to do in the 
name of them all), either thus, '* Let us 
smite him for the tongue," that is, for an 
ecclesiastical cause, for false doctrine ; or 
thus, " Let us smite him in the tongue" (so 
the Septuagint, and Arias Montanus), that 
is, let us smite him with an ecclesiastical 
censure, and silence him, and discharge him 
to preach any more to liie people ; or thus, 
" Let us smite him with the tongue," that 
is, with an ecclesiastical sentence or declara- 
tion ; smite him not with the sword (which 
belonged only to the civil ma^strate) but 
with the tongue, by declaringlum to be a 
false prophet, and by determming the case 
de jurey what ought to be done with him 
according to the law. 

Seventhly, Consider another place, Ezek. 
vii. 26, ^* Then shall they seek a vision of 
the prophet : but the law shall perish fi^m 
the priest, and counsel from the ancients." 
Here again, these are to be looked upon col- 
lectively and conjunctly (not distributively 
and severally), and this 1 prove from the 
text itself, not only because the counsel here 
sought for was not to be given by one an- 
cient, but by the undents (yea, it was a 
principal part of the curse or judgment that 
counsel could not be had from an assembly 
of ancients or elders, suppose it might be 
had from some individual elder here or 
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there), but also because the antithesis in the 
text intimateth a disappointment in that 
thing which was sought after. Thej shall 
seek " a vision from the prophet," or (as the 
Chaldeehath it) disciphnefrom the scribe. 
This they shall not find, and why ? because 
the law shall perish from the priest, and 
counsel from the ancients. It was there- 
fore consistorial or synedrical counsel, judg- 
ment, or discipline, which should be sought, 
but should not be found. So that thou^ a 
prophet of the Lord shall peradventure be 
found who can reveal the counsel of the Lord 
in a time of general defection, like Micaiah 
contradicting the four hundred prophets, yet 
an ecclesiastical counsel of prophets, scribes, 
priests, and elders, sometime Israel's glory, 
shall turn to be Israel's shame, and that 
assembly which did sometime respondere 
de jure, and pronounce righteous judgment, 
and give light in difficult cases, shaU do so 
no more : uie very light of Israel shall be 
darkness ; the law and council shall perish 
from them ; that is, they shall not find 
council, nor the understanding of the law, 
saith Sancti^s. Polanus upon the place 
draweth an argument against the infallibi- 
lity of councils, because tne law and council 
did perish not only (saith he) from the priests 
here and there in the cities, but also from 
the high priest and the other priests and 
elders who were together at Jerusalem. If 
this text be rightly applied by him (and so 
it is by other Protestant writers) to prove 
against Papists that councils may err, then 
here was an ecclesiastical council. 

Eighthly, Even without Jerusalem and 
Judah there was a senate, or assembly of 
elders, which did assist the prophets in over- 
seeing the manners of the people, censuring 
sin, and deliberating of the common affairs 
of the church. This Bertramus {de polit, 
Jud, c. 16) coUecteth from 2 Eangs vi. 32, 
*' But Elisha sat in his house, and the elders 
sat with him." I know some think that 
those elders were the magistrates of Sama- 
ria; but this I cannot admit, for two reasons : 
1. Because Josephus (Antiq, lib. 9, cap. 2) 
calls them Elisha's disciples ; and from him 
Hugo Cardinalis, Carthusianus, and others, 
do so expound the text. They are called 
Elisha's (usciples as the apostles were Christ's 
disciples, by way of excellency and eminency : 
all the disciples or sons of the prophets were 
not properly elders, but those only who were 
assumed into the assembly of elders, or called 
to have a share in the managing of the com- 



mon affairs of the church. 2. Cajetan upon 
the place gives this reason from the text it- 
self, to prove that these elders were spiritual 
men (as he speaketh), because Elisha asketh 
them, " See ye how this son of a murderer 
hath sent to take away my head ?" What 
expectation could there be that they did 
see a thing then secret and unheard of, un- 
less they had been men familiar with God ? 
Now these elders were sitting close with 
Elisha in his house. It was not a public or 
church assembly for worship, but for council, 
deliberation, and resolution, in some case of 
difficulty and public concernment. So Tos- 
tatus and Sanctius on the place. A parallel 
place there is, Ezek. viii. 1, '^ I sat m mine 
house, and the elders of Judah sat before 
me." Whether those elders came to know 
what God had revealed to the prophet con- 
cerning the state of Judah and Jerusalem, 
as Lavater upon the place supposeth, or for 
deliberation about some other thing, it is 
nothing like a civil court, but very uke an 
ecclesiastical senate. Now if such there was 
out of Jerusalem, how much more in Jeru- 
salem, where, as there came greater store of 
ecclesiastical causes and controversies con- 
cerning the sense of the law to be judged, so 
there was greater store of ecclesiastical per- 
sons fit for government I Whatsoever of this 
kind we find elsewhere, was but a transsumpt, 
the archetype was in Jerusalem. 

Ninthly, That place, Zech. vii. 1 — 3, 
helpeth me much. The Jews sent com- 
missioners unto the temple, there to speak 
unto the priests which were in the house of 
the Lord of hosts, and to the prophets (the 
Chaldee hath, and to the scribes), saying, 
" Should I weep in the first month," &c. 
Here is an ecclesiastical assembly which had 
authority to determine controversies concern- 
ing the worship of God. Grotius upon the 
place distinguisheth these priests and pro- 
phets from uie civil sanhedrim, yet he saith 
they were to be consulted with in contro- 
verted cases, according to the law, Deut. 
xvii. 9; if so, then their sentence was au- 
thoritative and binding so far, that the man 
who did presuinptuousfy disobey them was to 
die the death, Deut. xvii. 12. 

Tenthly, Let it be considered what is 
that moshav zekenim consessus or cathedra 
seniorum, Psal. cvii. 32 (for though every 
argument be not an in&llible demonstration, 
yet cuncta juvant), " Let them exalt him 
also in the congregation (or church) of the 
people, and praise him in the assembly of the 
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elders. Compare this text with Psal. cxv. 
9 — 11, as likewise with Psal. cxviii. 2 — 4. 
In all the three texts there are three sorts 
of persons distinguished, and more especially 
called upon to fflorify God. " Oh tlmt men 
would praise the Lord for his goodness," 
saith the text in hand, Psal. cvu. 31 ; for 
that you have in the other two places, ye 
that fear the Lord, &c.; for the congreaor- 
tion of the people, you have in the other 
two places, Israel, and the house of Israel; 
for the assembly of the elders, you have in 
the other texts, the house of Aaron. I will 
not here huild anything upon the observa- 
tion of Hugo Gardinahs on Psal. cvii. 32, 
that the congregation of the princes is not 
mentioned in wis business, because *' not 
many mighty, not many noble," &c.; one 
thing I am sure of, there were elders in Is- 
rael clearly distinct both from the princes, 
judges, and civil magistrates. Josh, xxiii. 2 ; 
2 Kings X. 1 ; Ezra x. 14 ; Acts iv. 5, and 
elsewhere ; and the parallel texts aforecited 
do couple together these elders and the house 
of Aaron as pastors and ruling elders now are, 
and^as the priests and elders are found con- 
joined elsewhere in the Old Testament, Ex. 
xxiv. 1 ; Deut. xxvii. 1, with ver. 9 ; Ezek. 
vii. 26 ; Jer. xix. 1 ; so Matt. xxvi. 69. The 
work ako of giving thanks for mercies and de- 
liverances obtained by the afflicted, and such 
as have been in distress (the purpose which 
the Psalmist hath in hand, extended also to 
the deliverances of particular persons), is 
more especially commended to those who are 
assembled in an ecclesiastical capacity; even 
as now among ourselves, the civil courts of 
justice, or magistrates and rulers, or judges 
assembled by tnemselves in a politic capacity, 
use not to be desired to give thanks for the 
delivery of certain persons from a danger at 
sea, or the like; but it were very proper and 
fit to desire thanks to be returned, 1. By 
those that fear Grod; for as we should desire 
the prayers, so likewise the praises of the 
saints. 2. By the church or congregation 
of which they that have received the mercy 
are members. 3. By the eldership, yea (if 
there be occasion), by a synod of elders, who, 
as they ought to watch over the city of God, 
and to stand upon their watchtower for ob- 
serving approaching dangers, so they ought 
to take special notice of exemplary mercies 
bestowed upon the afflicted members of the 
church, and be an ensample to the flock, in 
giving thanks, as well as in other holy 
duties. 



The eleventh place which seemeth to hold 
forth unto us an ecclesiastical sanhedrim, is 
Ezek. xiii. 9, where it is said of the prophets 
that did see vanity, and divine Hes, " They 
shall not be in the assembly of my people, 
neither shall they be written in the writing 
of the house of Israel, neither shall they 
enter into the land of Israel; where (as 
Diodati and Grotius observe) the speech 
riseth by degrees : 1. They shall not any 
more be admitted into the assembly or coun- 
cil to have any voice there, as prophets in 
those days had, saith Diodati, citmg Jer. 
xxvi. 7. 2. They shall not so much as come 
into the computation or numbering of the 
people, as members of the church of Israel. 
3. Nay, they shall not be permitted to dwell 
in the Holy Land, or to return thither from 
their captivity ; they shall not have so much 
favour as strangers had, who might come 
iato the holy land and sojourn there. 

In the first branch, tne word translated 
assembly is HTD ^od, which properly sig- 
nifieth a secret, and is used for counsel (be- 
cause counsel ought to be secret), or for the 
place of council, or assembly of councillors, 
ragnin, in his Thesaurus, p. 1761, readeth 
this place with Jerome, in consilio, or other- 
wise, saith he, in concilio ; Yatablus, in 
concilio populi met non erunt. The Sep- 
tuagints read I* irtuhU r»u tmw fuSi, that is, 
those prophets shall have no hand in the 
discipline of my people ; the same word they 
render in other places by ^»^« and •*»«^{/w, 
yea, by both these put together, Prov. xx. 
19, where for the Hebrew sod, the Sep- 
tuagints have /3««x«# U ^wM^g/y, he that re- 
vealeth the secret councils in the sanhe- 
drim; and it cohereth well with the pre- 
ceding verse, where they mention «p€ifwii# 
governments. Sometime they expound the 
word by an episcopal (I mean not prelati- 
cal) inspection, Job xxix. 4, ©•« tvtvmmf 
Wtuf rw ct»cu f*»u, " God waa an overseer 
of my house ;" so that, so far as the Sep- 
tuagints' authority can weigh, that place, 
Ezek. xiii. 9, must be understood of the se- 
cluding of those prophets from the sanhe- 
drim, not from the civil (in which the pro- 
phets were not members), but from the ec- 
clesiastical sanhedrim. 

In the twelfth and last place, the New 
Testament holds out to us an ecclesiastical 
sanhedrim. Whether the civil sanhedrim was 
wholly taken away by Herod, and another 
civil sanhedrim not substituted in the place 
of that which he took away, but the eccle- 
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siastical sanhedrim only remaining, as some 
hold, or whether both did then continue, 
though not so clearly distinct, as others hold, 
this we find, that there was an ecclesiastical 
goyemment in the hands of church-officers ; 
for, 1. There was a council of the priests, and 
elders, and scribes. Matt. ii. 4 ; xvi. 21 ; 
xxi. 23 ; xxvi. 57, 59 ; xxvu. 1, 12 ; Mark 
xiv. 43 ; Luke zxii. 66 ; Acts iv. 5. The 
Genturists saj that those elders were joined 
with the priests in the government of the 
church, with ecdesiastical persons in eccle- 
siastical affairs, which had been rightly taken 
for a precedent of our ruling elders.^ 2. That 
council is called <r;i^vri^«f , Luke xxii. 66 ; 
Acts xvii. 6, the preslMery or eldership, 
the very name which Paul gives to that 
assembly of church-officers who ordained 
Timothy, 1 Tim. iv. 14. Is it credible that 
the Apofitle would transfer the name of a 
civH court to signify an assembly which was 
merely ecclesiastical and not civil? The 
very use of the word in this sense by the 
Apostle tells us, that, in his age, the word 
v^irCvrS^My was taken in an ecclesiastical no- 
tion only. 3. This council did examine 
Jesus concerning his disciples, and his doc- 
trine, and received witnesses against him, 
and pronounced him guilty of blasphemy. 
Matt, xxvii. 67; Mark xiv. 63, 55; Job xviii. 
10 ; hence Protestant writers draw an argu- 
ment against Papists, to overthrow their in- 
fallibility of councils, unto which argument 
Bellarmine deviseth four answers, but it 
came not once into his thoughts to reply 
that this council was civil, not ecclesiastical, 
which had been his best answer if any pro- 
bability for it. It hath been supposed, both 
by Protestant and Popish writers, that it was 
an ecclesiastical council such as the contro- 
versy is about, otherwise our argument had 
been as impertinent as their answer was in- 
sufficient. 4. Our opposites have no evasion 
here, but that which Bilson, Saravia, and 
others of the prelatical party did answer in 
opposition to ruling elders, namely, that the 
Jewish elders were judges or magistrates ; 
but the reply which served them will serve 
now: the elders are plainly distinguished 
from judges, rulers and princes, Josn. viii. 
33 ; xxiii. 2 ; Deut. v. 23 ; Judg. viii. 14 ; 



1 Magdeb G«iit. 1, lib. 1, cap. 6, Seniores popali 
▼identnr fuisse aliquot e populo lecti yiri, estate, 
doctrina, et vitas probitate spectati, qui simnl cum 
ecclesiasticis personis, templi, judiciorum et aliarum 
rerum qusB ad ecclesiss gnberuationem pertinebant, 
curam habuemnt. 



2Kings X. 1, 6; Ezra x. 14; Acts iv. 6; 
Tostatus on Deut. xxi. 2 ; xxii. 16, 16, ob- 
serveth the same distinction of judges and 
elders; Pelargus on Deut. xxi. 2— -4, ob- 
serveth the hke. That which I say con- 
cerning the distinction of judges and elders 
may be confirmed by Halichom Clara (tract 
1, cap. 3) ; the judges of Soura, M. Houna, 
and Dr Isaac ; tne judges of Phoumbeditha, 
M. Papa the son ot Samuel, &c. ; the eldera 
of Soura, M. Houna, and M. Hasda ; the 
elders of Phoumbeditha, Ena, and Abimi 
the son of Babba. And thus we are taught 
how to understand these gemaric phrases, of 
the judges of such a place, and the elders 
of such a place, that we may not mistake 
them as if they were one. 6. Some have 
also drawn a pattern for the constitution of 
synods from that council. Acts iv. 6, 6, where 
we find assembled toother rulers, priests, 
elders, scribes, acoor<£ng to which pattern 
we have in our synods : (1.) The civil magis- 
trate, to preside in the order of proceedings 
for preventing tumults, injuries, disorders, 
and to assist and protect the synod ; (2.) 
Pastors of churches ; (3.) Doctors from 4^li- 
versities, answering to the scribes or doctors 
of the law ; (4.) KuUng elders, who assist in 
the government of the diurch. 6. After that 
Judea was redacted into a province, the Ro- 
mans having kept in their own hands, not 
only the power of life and death (John xviii. 
31), but all judgment in whatsoever civil 
or criminal offences falling out among the 
Jews, meant by '' matters of wrong or wicked 
lewdness," Acts xviii. 14, and having left to 
the Jews no government, nor any power of 
judgment, except in things pertaining to 
their rehgion only, ver. 16. These six 
things considered, it is very improbable, if 
not impossible, that the council ofthe priests, 
elders, and scribes, mentioned so often in the 
New Testament, should be no ecclesiastical 
court, but a temporal and dvil magistracy. 
The Genturists (Cent. 1, lib. 1, cap. 10) 
reckon that oouncd for an ecclesiastical court 
distinct from civil magistracy, and they pro- 
pose these two to be distinctly treated of, 
acta coram pontijicibus sen magistratu ee- 
clesiaetico (and here they bring in the coun- 
cil of the priests, elders, and scribes), and 
actio coram Filato sen magistratu politico, 
1 know Erastus (lib. 3, cap. 2, and lib. 4, 
cap. 4), though he confess plainly that the 
Jewish sanhedrim mentioned in tne Grospel, 
and in the Acts of the apostles, had only 
power of judging causes belonging to re- 
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ligion, and that the Bomans did leave them 
no power to judge of civil injuries, yet he 
holdeth, that in these causes of religion the 
sanhedrim had power not only of imprison- 
ing and scourging, but even of death itself, 
and so endeavours to make it a temporal or 
civil magistracy (which Mr Prynne also doth, 
Vindic. p. 4, 5, yet he speaketh dubiously 
of their power of capital punishments) ; but 
this is confuted by the reasons which I have 
given, whereunto I further add these few 
animadversions. 

1. The strongest proof which Erastus 
brings out of Josephus {Antiq. lib. 20, cap. 
8), whichy Bs he allegeth, puts the thins out 
of all controversy, is a very weak and in- 
sufficient proof, Josephus tells us in the 
close of that chapter, that after the death of 
Herod and Arcnelaus, this was the Jewish 
government, «^<wi»^TA» /t^» ^» n ^skirtM « ^ 

This he citeth, p. 177, and p. 178, to prove 
that the sanhedrim in Christ's time was 
a civil magistracy, having power of the 
sword. But I may, with a great deal more 
prol^^bility, argue contrariwise from these 
words. Josephus tells us the constitution 
and form of the Jewish policy or govern- 
ment was at that time anstocratical, but it 
was an ecclesiastical aristocracy, the govern- 
ment was in the hands of the chief priests ; 
or thus (if you willj, the Jews at that time 
had a bare name oi an aristocracy, they had 
their ^;^0i*ti;» optimjates, primates or rulers^ 
but it was titulo tenuSy all power of civil 
government being taken from them by the 
Itomans, and the government that was, was 
ecclesiastical. That very chapter gives us a 
better argument to prove that the Bomans 
did not permit to the Jews capital judg- 
ments ; for Josephus there records that An- 
anias the high priest, taking the opportunity 
after the death of Festus, while Aibinus the 
successor of Festus was but yet on his jour- 
ney toward Judea, did call a council of judges 
(»«^i5ii ri»»Jg/« »^w»), before whom he pre- 
sented James the brother of Christ, and 
some others, who were (as guilty of impiety) 
condenmed to be stoned, which mightily 
displeased all such as did observe the laws. 
Aibinus at that time coming from Alexan- 
dria being informed of the thing, and that 
it was not lawful for Ananias to do any such 
thing without the Boman governor, wrote a 
chidmg and threatening letter to Ananias ; 
and further, the thing being secretly siff- 
ni&ed by some to king Agrippa, who did 



also beseech the king to command Ananias 
to do no such thing again, he having tres- 
passed in this ; whereupon Agrippa was so 
highly offended, that he took away from An- 
anias the high priest's place, and gave it to 
Jesus the son of Damneus. 

2. Whereas Erastus argueth from the im- 
prisoning, beating, or scourging, yea, taking 
counsel to kiU. the apostles, Acts iv. 6, the 
stoning of Stephen, Acts vii., Paul's letters 
from uie high priest for binding and bring- 
ing to Jenmlem the disciples of the Lora, 
Acts ix. 1, 2, also the imprisoning and con- 
demning to death the saints, Acts xxvi. 10 ; 
unto all this I answer out of Josephus, ^ 
that in that degenerate age the high priests, 
and such as adhered to them, did use a great 
deal of violence, whereby they did many 
things for which they had no just nor lawfid 
power; so that the letters and warrants 
given out to Saul, and the execution of the 
same by a cruel and bloody persecuting of 
the saints, cannot prove the ISamtme, the power 
and authority which was allowed to the san- 
hedrim, but only the ^ndfut, the present 
prevalent power of the high priest and his 
faction intnat confrision oi affairs, and their 
extreme malice against the saints, to have 
been such as maoe them to do things for 
which they had no legal power nor warrant ; 
and this one animadversion breaks all the 
strength of Mr Prynne's argument ( Vindic. 

. 5), that the council of the Jews had power 
which no mere ecclesiastical consistory can 
lo) to scourge, imprison, torture, and outlaw 
offenders^ if not to condemn, put to death 
(where he citeth divers texts, none of which 
proveth either torturing or outlawing, and 
the most of which prove not so much as that 
the couneil of the Jews at that time had au- 
thority to scourge or imprison, as Matt. v. 
22; X. 17; Mark xiii. 9; Acts yi. 12—14; 
xxiv. 20 ; XXV. 16). The imprisonment of 
the apostles was not without the authority 
of the captain of the temple, Acts iv. 1, 3. 



^ Aniiq. Jud. lib. 20, cap. 6, Ipsi sitmmi pontifices 
dissidere csepenint a saeerdotibus et primatibas Hie- 
rosolymitanornm civium, singuleqne incedebant sti- 
pati mana andaciBsimorum et s^itiosomm homi- 
ntim, conflictantesqne inter se xnntnia certabant 
convitUs et lapidationibus : nee erat qni compesce- 
ret, quasi vacanti urbe magistratibns. In tantum 
autem exarsit snmmoixun i>onti£lcein impudentia, 
at auderent servos snos in areas mittere, qui anfer- 
rent debitas saeerdotibus decimas, aliquotqne pan- 
periores e sacerdotnm ordine alimentorum inopia 
fame deficerent. Tan to plus turn pollebat violentia 
seditiosorum quam justitiia. 
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This captain of the temple is thought by the 
best interpreters to have been the captain of 
the garrison which the Romans placed in 
the castle Antonia, hard by the temple, and 
that to prevent tumults and uproars when 
the people came to the temple, especially at 
the solemn feasts, in great multitudes ; but 
that the captain of tne temple was a civil 
magistrate of the Jews, or one deputed with 
authority and power from the sanhedrim, 
will never be proved. When the council 
thought of slaying the apostles, Acts v. 33, 
it was in a sudden passion, being *^ cut to the 
heart" at that which they heard ; but Gra- 
maliel tells them, " Ye men of Israel, take 
heed to yourselves," lauroTf, warning them, 
as interpreters take it, of their own danger 
from the Eomans if they should put any one 
to death. The putting of Stephen to death 
was upon pretence of judicium zeli, or jus 
zelotarum, as Grotius thinks (de jure belli 
ac pacis^ lib. 2, cap. 20, sect. 9) ; if so, it 
was an extraordinary act. I am sure it was 
done most tumultuously, disorderly and fu- 
riously, before either himself was heard speak 
out, or any sentence was given a^dnst nim, 
as is manifest. Acts vii. 54, 57, 5o. 

3. Erastus's gloss upon John xviii. 31, 
^^ It is not lawM for us to put any man to 
death," meaning, saith he, for making him- 
self a king against Caesar, the cause for which 
they did chiefly accuse him to Pilate. So 
likewise Bishop Bilson (a great follower of 
Erastus) of the perpetual government of 
Christ's church, cap. 4; but mark the words, 
" Then said Pilate imto them, Take ye him 
and judge him according to your law ; the 
Jews therefore said unto nim, It is not law- 
^ for us to put any man to death." Pilate 
durst not have refused to judge a man who 
made himself a king against Ceesar, nor durst 
he have put it over upon the Jews to have 
judged one in that which concerned Csssar's 
crown ; nay, as soon as the Jews objected, — 
"If thou let this man go thou art not Ccesar's 
friend, for whosoever maketh himself a king 
speaketh against Csesar," — Pilate, when he 
heard that, went in again and sat down on the 
judgment seat, John xix. 12, 13 ; therefore 
when Pilate said to the Jews, Take ye him 
and judge him according to your law, he 
spake it of matters of their law. The council 
of the chief priests, elders and scribes, had 
given sentence against Christ dejure that 
he was guilty of blasphemy, and thereupon, 
not having power to put any man to death, 
they led mm to Pilate, Matt. xxvi. 65, 66 ; 
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xxvii. 1, 2 ; Mark xiv. 63, 64 ; xv. 1. ; Luke 
xxii. 71 ; xxiii. 1 ; Pilate, unwilling to med- 
dle against Christ, waves the business in the 
judgment hall : I perceive (would he say) 
that this man is accused of such things as 
concern your law and your religion, there- 
fore take him and judge him according to 
your law. They reply in reference to that 
which Pilate did dnve at, " It is not lawM 
for us to put any man to death." If they had 
meant for causes which concerned Caesar's 
crown, it had been not only an impertinent 
reply, but a yielding to Pilate's intention ; for 
he might have said, I do not mean that ye 
shall judge him for that which concemeth 
Caesar, but for that which concemeth your 
own law and religion. Therefore certainly 
the answer which the Jews made to Pilate 
did reply, that though they had power to 
judge a man in that which concerned their 
aw and reHgion, yet they had no power to 
put any man to death; no, not for that which 
concerned their law. 

4. There are several passages in the story 
of Paul which show us, that though the 
Jewish sanhedrim might judge a man in 
matters of their law, yet they were accusers, 
not judges, in civil or capital punishments; I 
mean, when a man was accused as worthy of 
bonds or of death, though it were for a mat- 
ter of their law, they hawi no liberty to judge, 
but only to accuse. The Jews drew Paul be- 
fore the judgment seat of Gallio even for a 
matter of their law. " This fellow (say they to 
OaUio) persuadeth men to worship God con- 
trary to the law," Acts xviii. 13. If they had 
intended only an ecclesiastical censure, their 
recourse had been either to the sanhedrim, 
or, at least, to the synagogue, but because 
they intended a corporal temporal punish- 
ment, which neither the sanhedrim nor the 
synagogue had power to inflict, therefore 
they must prosecute Paul before GaUio, 
whose answer was to this purpose. That if 
it had been a matter of wrong or wicked 
lewdness, it had been proper forliim to have 
judged it, but that since it was no such thing, 
he would not meddle in it, knowing also that 
the Jews had no power to do it by them- 
selves. Again, Acts xxiii. 28, 29, Claudius 
Lysias writeth to Felix concerning Paul 
thus : " And when I would have known the 
cause whereof they accused him, I brought 
him forth into their council, whom I per- 
ceived to be accused of questions of their law, 
but to have nothing laid to his charge worthy 
of death or of bonds." That wmch made 
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Ljsias interpose in the business, and rescue 
Paul from tne hands of the Jews, was the 
Jews' design to put Paul to death, under 
colour of judging him wjcordinff to their law, 
which was the pretence made l)y Tertullus, 
Acts xxiv. 6. T^ow in that which was to be 

Eunished either by death or so much as by 
onds, Lysias conceives the Jews to be no 
competent judges, therefore he brings Paul 
into the council of the Jews not to be judged 
by them, but to know what accusation they 
had against him. For the same reason Paul 
himself did decline going to Jerusalem to 
be judged there ; no, not of matters concern- 
ing the religion and law of the Jews, that 
accusation being so far driven on as to make 
him worthy of death. His accusers, saith 
Festus to king Agrippa, " brought none ac- 
cusation of such things as I supposed, but 
had certain questions ag^nst him of their 
own superstition, and of one Jesus which 
was dead, whom Paul affirmed to be alive ; 
and because I doubted of such manner of 
questions, I asked him whether he would go 
to Jerusalem and there be judged of these 
mattters," Acts xxv. 18—20. This Paul 
had declined, ver. 10, " I stand at Caesar's 
judgment-seat, said he, where I ought to 
be judged." And why, but because his ac- 
cusation was capital, even in that which con- 
-cemed the law of the Jews, and he knew 
the Jews at that time had no power of ca- 
pital judgments ? Some have alleged this 
example of Paul for appeals from presby- 
teries or synods to the civil magistrate, by 
which argument themselves grant that the 
Jewi&ii sanhedrim, then declined by Paul, 
was an ecclesiastical, not a civil court. 

6. Besides all this, Erastus' opinion is 
strongly counted by that which Constan- 
tinus L'Empereur, Annot, in Memp, Jud,, 
p. 404 — 407, proving that the Jews, after 
the thirtieth year of Christ, had no power 
of punishing with death, for proof hereof ci- 
tetn a passage of Abodazara, that forty years 
before the destruction of the temple, the 
sanhedrim, which had in former times ex- 
ercised capital judgments, did remove from 
Jerusalem, quum viderent se non posse ju- 
dicta capitalia exercere, when they per- 
ceived that they could not exercise capital 
judgments, they said, Let us remove out of 
this place, lest we be guilty : it being said, 
Deut. xvii. 10, " according to the sentence 
which they of that place shall shew thee ;" 
whence they collected, that if they were not 
in that place, ihej were not obliged to ca- 



pital judgments, and so they removed. And 
if you would know whether, he tells us out 
of Kosch Hasschana, they removed from Je- 
rusalem to Jabua, thence to Ousa, thence to 
Schaphrea, &c. He that desires to have 
further proofs for that which hath been said, 
may read, Buxtorf, Leosic, Chald. Talmud, 
et Babbin.y p. 514, 516, he proves that 
judicia criminalia, criminal Judgment, did 
cease, and were taken away from the Jews 
forty years before the destruction of the 
second temple. This he saith is plain in 
Talmud Hierosol. in lib. Sanhedrim, cap. 
7 ; in Talmud Bahyl, in Sanhedrim^ fol. 
41, 1 ; in Abodazara, fol. 8, 2; in Schab,, fol. 
15, 1; in Juchasin,£o\, 51, 1, Majemon, in 
Sanhedrim, cap. 14, sect. 13. He cites also 
a passage in Berachos, fol. 58, 1, concerning 
one who, for a heinous crime, even for lying 
with a beast, ought to be adjudged to death ; 
but when one said that he ought to die, it 
was answered, that they had no power to put 
any man to death. And this, saith Dr Bux- 
torff, is the very same which the Jews said 
to Pilate, John xviii. 31. Now this power 
being taken from the Jews forty years be- 
fore the destruction of the temple and city, 
which was in the seventy-first year of Christ, 
his death being in the thirty-fourth, hence 
he proveth that this power was taken from 
the Jews near three years before the death 
of Christ ; and I further make this infer- 
ence, that since the sanhedrim, which had 
power of Hfe and death, did remove from 
Jerusalem forty years before the destruction 
of the temple (for which see also Tzemach 
David, edit. Hen. Vorst. p. 89), and so about 
three years before the death of Christ, it 
must needs follow that the council of the 
priests, elders and scribes, mentioned so often 
in and before Christ's passion, was not a 
civil magistracy, nor the civil sanhedrim, but 
an ecclesiastical sanhedrim ; whence also it 
follows, that the church. Matt, xviii. 17, 
unto which Christ directs his disciples to go 
with their complaints, was not the civil court 
of justice among the Jews (as Mr Prynne 
takes it), for that civil court of justice had 
then removed from Jerusalem, and had lost 
its authority in executing justice. J. Coch, 
Annot, in Exc. Gem, Sanhedrim, cap. 1, 
sect. 13, beareth witness to the same story 
above mentioned, that, forty years before the 
destruction of the temple, the sanhedrim 
did remove from its proper seat (where he 
also mentions the ten stations or degrees of 
their removing), and Jam tum cessarunt 
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judida camtalia^ saith he, now at that time 
the capital judgments did cease. Thus we 
have three witnesses singularly learned in 
the Jewish antiquities. Unto these add Ca- 
saubon, exerc. 16, anno, 34, num. 76. He 
holds that though the council of the Jews 
had cognisance of the offence (for otherwise 
how could they give a reason or cause when 
they demanded justice), in which respect 
the council did judge Christ to be guilty of 
death, Mark xiv. 64, yet their council had 
then no more power of capital punishments ; 
which, saith he, the more learned modern 
writers do demonstrate e Juchasin, and from 
other Talmudical writings. He addeth, that 
this power of putting any man to death was 
taken from the Jews some space before this 
time, when they said to Pilate, " It is not 
lawfiil for us to put any man to death ;" for 
this power was taken from them, saith he, 
forty years before the destruction of the 
second temple, as the rabbinical writers do 
r jcord. I have thus largely prosecuted my 
last argument, drawn from the New Testa- 
ment, mentioning the council of the priests, 
elders, and scribes ; and I trust the twelve 
arguments which have been brought, may 
give good satisfaction toward the proof of an 
ecclesiastical Jewish sanhedrim. The chief 
objection which ever I heard or read against 
this distinction of a civil sanhedrim and an 
ecclesiastical sanhedrim among the Jews, is 
this, — that neither the Talmud nor the Tal- 
mudical writers mention any such distinction, 
but speak only of one supreme sanhedrim of 
seventy -one, and of other two courts, which 
sat, the one at the door of the court before 
the temple, the other at the gate which en- 
tereth to the mountain of the temple. There 
were also courts in the cities where capital 
cases were judged by three-and-twenty, pe- 
cunial mulcts by three. 

Ans. It must be remembered that not 
only the Talmudical commentators, but the 
Talmud itself is much later than the time 
of the sanhedrim, and the integrity of the 
Jewish government ; yea, later by some cen- 
turies tnan the destruction of the temple 
and city of Jerusalem : so that the objection 
which is made is no stronger than as if one 
should argue thus. There is no mention of 
elderships constituted of pastors and ruling 
elders (without any bishop having pre-emin- 
ence over the rest), neither in the canon law, 
nor decretals of popes, nor in the book of the 
canons of the Roman church; therefore, when 
Paul wrote his epistle to the church of 



Home, there was no such eldership in that 
church, constituted as hath been said. But 
if the ecclesiastical government, either of 
the church of Rome or of the church of the 
Jews, can be proved from Scripture (as both 
may), it ought to be no prejudice against 
those truths, that they are not found in the 
writers of aftertimes, and declining ages. 
Howbeit there may be seen some footsteps 
of a civil and ecclesiastical sanhedrim even 
in the Talmudical writers, in the opinion 
of Gonstantinus L'Empereur, and in that 
other passage cited by Dr Buxtorff out of 
Elias, of which before : and so much con- 
cerning an ecclesiastical sanhedrim among 
the Jews. 

If, after all this, any man shal be un- 
satisfied in this particular, yet, in the issue, 
such as are not convinced that there was 
an ecclesiastical sanhedrim among the Jews, 
distinct from their civil sanhedrim, may 
nevertheless be convinced, not by the former 
arguments, but by other mediums, that there 
was an ecclesiastical government among the 
Jews distinct from their civil government ; 
for it belonged to the priests, not to the 
magistrates or judges, to put diflference be- 
tween holy and unholy, and between unclean 
and clean ; and the priests, not the magis- 
trates, are challenged for not putting differ- 
ence between the holy and profane, Ezek. 
xxii. 26 ; and this power of the priests was 
not merely doctrinal or declarative, but de- 
cisive, binding, and juridical, so far as that, 
according to their sentence, men were to be 
admitted as clean, or excluded as unclean ; 
yea, in other cases, as, namely, in trying and 
judging the scandal of a secret and unknown 
murder, observe what is said of the priests, 
Deut. xxi. 6, "By their word shall every 
controversy and every stroke be tried;" 
yea, themselves were judges of controver- 
sies, Ezek. xliv. 24, " And in controversy 
they shall stand in judgment, and they 
shall judge it according to my judgments." 
Where the ministers oi the gospel are prin- 
cipally intended, but not without an allu- 
sion unto, and parallel with the priests of the 
Old Testament, in this point of jurisdiction. 
Suppose now it were appointed by law that 
ministers shall separate or put difference 
between the holy and profane, that by their 
word every controversy concerning the causes 
of suspension or sequestration of men from 
the sacrament shall be tried, that in con- 
troversy they shall stand in judgment, and 
judge according to the word of &od, would 
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not every one look upon this as a power of 
government put into the hands of minis- 
ters, and none readier to aggravate such go- 
vernment than the Erastians ? Yet all tliis 
amounts to no more than, hy the plain and 
undeniable scriptures above cited, was com- 
mitted to the priests. Suppose also that men 
were kept back from the temple and from 
the passover, not for any moral uncleanness, 
but for ceremonial uncleanness only (which 
is to be afterwards discussed), yet the priests' 
judging and deciding of controversies con- 
cerning men's legal uncleanness, according 
to which judgment and decision men were 
to be admitted to, or kept back from, the 
temple and passover (yea, sometime their 
own houses, as in the case of leprosy), could 
not choose but entitle them to a power of 
government, which power was peculiar to 
them, and is not in all the Old Testament 
ascribed to magistrates or judges ; and as the 
exercise of this power did not agree to the 
magistrate, so the commission, cnarge, and 
power given to those who did keep back the 
unclean, was not derived from the magis- 
trate, for it did belong to the intrinsical 
sacerdotal authority, 2 Kings xi. 18, " The 

Eriest ( Jehoiada) appointed officers over the 
ouse of the Lord." The LXX. thus, »») 

mari^mnv i h^tvt ivrifziTouf U StKi »v^Uu. These 

officers or overseers over the temple were 
appointed by Jehoiada for keeping back the 
unclean, as Grotius upon the place, following 
Josephus, hath observed. Compare 2 Chron. 
xxiii. 19, " And he (Jehoiada) set the porters 
at the gates of the nouse of the Lora, that 
none which was unclean in anything should 
enter in." For the same end did he appoint 
these overseers over the temple, 2 Kings xi. 
It was also appointed by the law, that the 
man who should do anything presumptuous- 
ly, contrary to the sentence of the priests, 
should die the death, as well as the man 
who should do anything presumptuously, 
contrary to the sentence of the judge, Deut, 
xvii. 9, 12. 

Finally, the high-priest was a ruler of 
the people, and to him is that law applied, 
" Thou shalt not speak evil of the rulers of 
thy people," Acts xxiii. 5; which is not 
meant only in regard that he was president 
of the sanhedrim, for there was an eccle- 
siastical ruling power which was common 
with him to some other priests, 2 Chron. 
XXXV. 8. Hilkiah the high-priest, and Zech- 
ariah, and Jehiel, priests of the second order, 
are called rulers of the house of God, being 



in that very place thus distinguished from 
other priests and Levites employed in the 
manual work of the temple, about sacrifices 
and the like. 



CHAPTER IV. 

THAT THERE WAS AN ECCLESIASTICAL EX- 
COMMUNICATION AMONG THE JEWS ; AND 
WHAT IT WAS. 

It hath been affirmed by some who pre- 
tend to more skill in Jewish antiquities than 
others, that though the Jews had an excom- 
munication which did exclude a man from 
the liberty of civil fellowship, so that he 
might not come within four cubits of his 
neighbour (and so one man might and did 
excommunicate another), yet no man was 
judicially, or by sentence of a comi;, excom- 
municated, at least not from the temple, sa- 
crifices, and holy assemblies. 

To these I shall in the first place oppose 
the judgment of others who have taken very 
much pains in searching the Jewish anti- 
quities, and are much esteemed for their 
sKill therein. Dr Buxtorff^ expoundeth 
Din cherem, to be a casting out oi one from 
the holy assemblies, or an ejection from the 
synagogue, and maketh it parallel to the 
excommunicating of the incestuous man, 1 
Cor. V. Mr Selden^ extendeth the Jewish 
excommunication so far as to comprehend an 
exclusion from fellowship in prayer and holy 
assemblies, and makes it parallel to that 
which Tertullian tells us to have been used 
by the primitive church. Mr Brughton, in 
his Exposition of the Lord^s Prayer, p. 
14, makes a parallel between the Jewish and 
the Christian church in many particulars; 
and among the rest, he saith they agree in 
the manner of excommunication and absolu- 
tion. Henric. Vorstius, in his late animad- 



1 Lexicon Ghald. Talmud, et Rabbin, edit. 1639, 
p. 827, 828. Q'^n ^^commnnicatio, exclnaio a 
caetu sacro, ejectio ex synagoga, etc. Cum tali ex- 
communicato non licet edere nee bibere. Quo forte 
respicit apostolus, 1 Cor. t. 11. T« T»t§vTv /ivISi 
0vn^Mfy Nam admonitionem Ulam generalem 
facit, ex occasione incestuosi quern excommunicare 
jubet. 

3 Be Jure Natur. et Gentium, lib. 4, cap. 9, Atque 
is plane a communicatione orationis, et conventus, 
et omnis sancti commercii relegabatur, quemadmo- 
dum de hujusmodi anathemate sub initiis ecclesi® 
ChristiansB loquitur Tertullianus. 
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versions upon Pirke Babbi Eliezer, wonders 
how any man can imagine that an apostate, 
a blaspnemer, or the hke, was admitted into 
the temple.^ For his part, he thinks some 
excommunicate persons were absolutely ex- 
cluded from the temple, and that others, for 
whom there were hopes of reconciliation, 
were admitted into it. Drusius' and Johan- 
nes Goch' hold that there were such ex- 
communicate persons among the Jews as 
were removed from church assemblies, and 
were not acknowledged for church members. 
Schindlerus^ describeth their excommunica- 
tion to be a putting away of an impenitent 
obstinate sinner from the pubhc assembly 
of the church, and so a cutting him off &om 
his people. Arias Montanus^ expounds 
their casting out of the synagogue to be an 
excommunication (such as in the Chinstian 
church) from religious fellowship. So do 
the Centiuists* plainly, where they do pur- 
posely show what was the ecclesiastical policy 
and church government of the Jews ; they 
make it a oistinct question, whether the 
Jews in Christ's time had any civil govern- 
ment or magistracy. Cornelius Bertramus 
thinks that to the Jewish niddui answereth 
our suspension from the sacrament, and that 



1 Animad in Pirke, p. 169, Quia eoim dieat apos- 
tatam, blasphemnm aliaqne sacra capita intra tern- 
plum foisse admissa ? etc. Certe si quibusllbet ex- 
oommunicatis permisaum folsset in trare templnm, 
tun multo midor JndaicsB synagogae diaciplina esset 
statuenda, qnam yeteris ChriatianaB ecclesiaa. 

s Quest, et Reap. lib. 1, qu8Bat.9, Solebunt autem 
yeterea (Judasi) ai qnia'grayiua deliquerat primum 
eum moyere caatu eccleaiaatic^o : ai non emendabat 
ae, turn feriebant anathemate : quod aine turn qui- 
dem redibat ad frugem, ultimo ac poatremo loco 
aamatizabant. 

> Annot. in Ezc. Gemar. Sanhedrim, cap. 1, Qui 
aimplidter ezcommunicatua eat (menudde) eat ille 
quidem aeparatua a caetu, ita ut pro yero membro 
eccleaisB non habeatur. 

^ Lexicon Pentaglot. p. 655. D*^n Excommu- 
nicatio, cum quia ae non emendana caatu eccleaiaa- 
tico moyetur, et ex populo auo excinditur. Where 
he alao mentioneth the three diatinct klnda of ex- 
communication, — Niddui, Cherem and Schamraata. 
Ibid. p. 1076. ♦^nj remotio, excommunicatio, 
ejectio ex caotu piorum, ilia anathematia apeciea, 
qua quia immundua ab hominum oontnbernio, ant 
qua uiquia a castu eccleaiaatico remoyetur ad tem- 
pua, a lege prasacriptum. 

6 De Arcano Sermone, cap. 47, Ejectio autem e 
aynagogaa, communicationia abnegatio eat, et abali- 
enatio a religioaa conauetudine, quae a noatria re- 
cepto jam yerbo excoramuQicatio dicitur. 

^ Magdeb. Cent. 1, lib. 1, cap. 7, Judicabant dog- 
mata et promulgabant eorum damnatlones, una cum 
peraonia : quaa quidem rea nihil aliud quam publica 
excommunicatio erat, John ix. 22 ; xi. 47, 48 ; xii 
42. Et infra. Extra aynagogam fieret, hoc eat ex- 
communicaretnr. 



to their cherem answereth our excommuni- 
cation from the church, and that the Jews 
had the very same kind of excommunication 
by which the incestuous Corinthian, Hyme- 
neus and Philetus, and the Emjperor Theo- 
dosius were excommunicated.^ Constantinus 
L'Empereur, Annot in Rempvh. Jud.^ p. 
370—378, holdeth the same thing which 
Bertramus holdeth concerning the Jewish 
excommunication, and which hath now been 
cited. Godwin, in his Moses and Aaron, 
lib. 5, cap. 1, speaketh of the ecdesiastical 
court of the tfews, unto which, saith he, 
belonged the power of excommunication ; 
the several sorts of which censure he ex- 
plaineth, cap. 2, namely, niddui, cherem 
and schammata ; after all which he begins, 
cap. 3, to speak of civil courts of the Jews, a 
distinct government. 

Grotius, annot. in Luke vL 23, compares 
the Jewish excommunication with that which 
was exercised by the Druids in France, who 
did interdicere sacrijiciis, interdict and 
prohibit from their sacrifiqes impious and 
obstinate persons ; jea^ those who were ex- 
communicate by niddui, or the lesser ex- 
conmdunication, he likens to those penitents 
or mourners in the ancient Christian church, 
who were said to be ^v v^tmXMvm^ qui non cum 
cceteris orabant, &c. He tells us the an- 
cient Christians did in divers things follow 
the Jewish discipline, and, among others, 
in excommunication. He cites the same pas- 
sage of TertuUian which is cited by Mr Sel- 
den, concerning a shutting out a communis 
catione orationis, et conventus, et omnis^ 
sancti commerciiy which is as iull and high 
a description of the ecclesiastical censure of 
exconmaunication as any can be; so that the 
Jewish excommunication being paralleled 
with that excommunication whicn TertuUian 
speaks of, and which was practised in the 
ancient Christian church, what more can be 
required in this particular ? And here I can- 
not but take notice that Mr Prynne doth very 
much mistake and misrepresent Mr Selden^ 



1 De Repub. Ebr. cap. 7, Legia aancUo triplex, 
etc. Prima eat t*]^ J averaatio, amolitio et aman- 
datio, etc. Secunda eat [3*1 PT ^^^^^^ extremo 
cuidam exitio, excommunicatio: quando yidelicet 
aliquia excindi dicebatur ex populo auo, et in eo 
ampliua non cenaeri (ut jam aupra expoauimus) 
ex majore aliqno delicto. Atque hoc puto eaae Jutb' 
^vfuyvyn fieri, etc. Primaa illaa apeciei reapon- 
det quod in eccleaiia noatria Tocamua prohibitionem 
aeu buspenaionem a aacramentia : aecundiS excoza^ 
municatio publico facta. 
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as if he held the Jewish excommunication to 
have been no more but a shutting out from 
civil company or fellowship, whereas he 
clearly holds (lib. 4, de Jure Nat. et Gent, 
cap. 9, p. 522^, that he who was excom- 
municated by tne Jewish cherefn^ was put 
away and cast off from fellowship in prayer, 
and from all religious fellowship, even as 
Tertullian speaks of excommunicated per- 
sons in the cnurch. 

Lud. Capellus in Spicilegio, upon Job 
ix. 22, spealKing of the common distinction 
of the three degrees of the Jewish excom- 
munication, doth plainly bear witness to that 
which I plead for, namely, that there was 
a Je^sh excommunication from communion 
in the holy things.^ I confess he understands 
the cherem and the schammata otherwise 
than I do, for he takes the cherem to be 
nihil cdiudj nothing else than the forfeiture 
of a man's substance for the use of the sanc- 
tuary (whereas it is certain there was a 
cherem of persons as well as of things, and 
the formutce of the cherem^ which snail be 
cited afterward, contain another thing than 
forfeiture), and schamm^ata he takes to be 
the devoting of men to death, and that be- 
ing shammatised they must needs die, (and 
yet the Jews did shamraatise tlie Cuthites 
or Samaritans, as we shall see afterward, 
whom they had not power to put to death). 
However, he speaks of the niddui as a mere 
ecclesiastical censure, and therefore tells us it 
was formidable to the godly, it being a shut- 
ting out from communion in the holy things, 
but not formidable to wicked men, which 
must be upon this reason, because wicked 
men did care little or nothing for any cen- 
sure or punishment, except wnat was civil ; 
he granteth also that niddui was included 
in the other two, so that in all three there 
was a shutting out from the holy things. 

I must not forget the testimony of my 
countryman, Mr Weymes, in his Christian 
Synagoauey lib. 1, cap. 6, sect. 3, par. 7) 
'* They had three sorts of excommunication; 
first the lesser, then the middle sort^ then 
the greatest. The lesser was called niddui ; 
and in the New Testament they were called 
&v4etntiyatyMt put out of the Synagogue; 
and they hold that Cain was excommu- 



1 Hanim trinm excommniiicationis specierum 
Tel potins gradunm, secunda primam, tertia utram- 

Jiue includebat. Prima piis qnidem Jndeis erat 
ormidabilis, quia per earn a sacrorum commiinioDe 
sabmoTebantur, at qui minns pii erant ea non mag- 
Qopere mavebantur. 



nicated this way. The second was called 
ehfirem or anathema; with this sort of ex- 
communication was the incestuous person 
censured, 2 Cor. ii. The third scliammata,* 
they hold that £noch instituted it, Jude, ver. 
14 ; and after, these who were Av-t^ndymyM^ 
put out of the synagogue, were not simply 
secluded from the temple, but suffered to 
stand in the gate, &c. ; these who were ex- 
communicated by the second sort of excom- 
munication, were not permitted to come 
near the temple ; these who were excom- 
municated after the third sort, were se- 
cluded out of the society of the people of 
God altogether." 

And uus I have produced fifteen wit-* 
nesses for the ecclesiastical excommunication 
of the Jews. I might produce many more, 
but I have made choice of these, because all 
of them have taken more than ordinary 
pains in searching the Jewish antiquities, 
and divers of them are of greatest note for 
their skill therein. 

In the next place, let us observe the 
causes, degrees, manner and rites, how the 
authority by which the ends and effects of 
excommunication among the Jews, and see 
whether all these do not help to make their 
excommunication a pattern for ours. For 
the causes : There were twenty-four causes 
for which a man was excommunicated among 
the Jews. You may read them in Buxtorff^ 
Lexicon Chald^ Talmud etRahhin^ p. 1304, 
1305; Mr Selden, de Jure Nat, et Gentium^ 
lib. 4, cap. 8 ; J. Coch, Annot, in Excerp, 
Gem, Sanhedrim, cap. 2, p. 147. Divers of 
these causes did not at all concern personal 
or civil injuries (for such injuries were not 
accounted causes of excommunication, but 
were to be punished otherwise, as shall be 
proved afterward), but matters of scandal, 
by which God was dishonoured, and the 
stumbling-block of an evil example laid be- 
fore others. One cause was the despising of 
any of the precepts of the law of Moses, or 
statutes of the scribes ; another was the sell- 
ing of land to a Gentile ; another was a 
pnest not separating the gifts of the obla- 
tion ; another, he that in captivity doth not 
iterate or observe the second time a holy 
day ; another, he that doth any servile 
work upon Easter eve;^ another, he that 



1 Buxtorf. Lexic. Rabbin, p. 2463 ex PeBachim 
fol. 60. Qui Tespera Sabbathi et aliorum dierum 
festorum operaa seryiles facit, infaustum illud qni- 
dem est, neque videt signoin benedictionis, sed non 
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mentioneth the name of God rashly, or by 
a vain oath ; another, he that induceth, or 
giveth occasion to others, to profane the 
name of God ; another, he that makes others 
to eat holy things without the holy temple ; 
another, he that maketh computation of 
years and months without the land of Israel, 
that is (as Dr Buxtorff), writeth calendars, 
or (as Mr Selden) computeth years and 
months otherwise than their fathers had 
done ; another, he that retardeth or hin- 
dereth others from doing the law and com- 
mandment; another, he that maketh the 
offering profane (as Dr Buxtorff), or offereth 
a sickly beast (as J. Coch) ; another, a sa- 
crificer that doth not show his sacrificing- 
knife before a wise man or a rabbi, that it 
may be known to be a lawful knife, and not 
faulty ; another, he that cannot be made to 
know or to learn ; another, he that having 
put away his wife, doth thereafter converse 
lamiliarly with her ; another, a wise man 
(that is a rabbi or doctor) infamous for an 
evil life. The other causes had also matter 
of scandal in them, namely, the despising of 
a wise man, or rabbi, though it were after 
his death ; the despising of an officer, or 
messenger of the house of judgment ; he 
that casteth up to his neighbour a servile 
condition, or calls his neighbour servant ; 
he that contumaciously remseth to appear 
at the day appointed by the judge ; he that 
doth not submit himself to the judicial sen- 
tence ; he that hath in his house any hurt- 
ful thing, as a mad dog, or a weak ladder ; 
he that before heathen judges beareth wit- 
ness against an Israelite; ne that maketh 
the blind to fall ; he that hath excommuni- 
cate another without cause, when he ought 
not to have been excommunicate. Thus you 
have the twenty-four causes of the Jewish 
excommunication, of which some were mere 
scandals, others of a mixed nature, that is, 
partly injuries, partly scandals, but they 
were reckoned among the causes of excom- 
munication, qua scandals, not qua injuries. 
J. Coch, Annot, in Exc, Gem, Sanhedrim^ 

S. 146, explaining how the wronging of a 
octor of the law by contumelies was a 
cause of excommunication, showeth that the 
excommunication was because of the scan- 
dal : Licet tamen condonare nisi res in 



BchammatisainuB eum : at qui yespera pascliatis 
operas seryiles facit, hie vero omnino schammatisa- 
mus eum. They did also excommunicate a hereti- 
cal or Epicurean Israelite. Buxtorfi, ibid, p. 195. 



prapatulo aesta sit. Publicum doctoris 
ludibrium in legis contemptum redundat, 
Hanc oh causam doctor legis honorem 
suum remittere non potest, Ubi res clam 
et sine scandalo gesta est, magni animi et 
sapientis est injuriam contemptu vindi- 
care. If there was no scandal, the injury 
might be remitted by the party injured, so 
as the offender was not to be excommuni- 
cate ; but, if the contumely was known 
abroad, and was scandalous, though the 
party wronged were willing and desirous to 
bury it, yet, because of the scandal, the law 
provided that the offender should be ex- 
communicate ; for they taught the people 
that he who did contend agamst a rablH aid 
contend against the Holy Ghost (for which 
see Gul. Vorstius Annot, in Maimon, de 
Fundam, Legis,, p. 77, 78), and hence did 
they aggravate an ecclesiastical or divine 
(not a civil) injury ; whence it appeareth 
that the causes of excommunicaton were 
formally looked upon as scandals ; add that 
if qua injuries, then a quatenus ad omne, 
all personal or civil injuries, had been causes 
of excommunication. But all civil injuries 
do not fall within these twenty-four causes. 
If it be objected, that neither do all scandals 
fall within these twenty-four causes, I an- 
swer, They do ; for some of the causes are 
general and comprehensive, namely these 
two, the fifth — ^he that despiseth the sta- 
tutes of the law of Moses, or of the scribes ; 
and the eighteenth — ^he that retardeth or 
hindereth others from doing the law. 

When I make mention of any particular 
heads, either of the Jewish discipline or of 
the ancient Christian discipline, let no man 
understand me as if I intended the like 
strictness of discipline in these days. My 
meaning is only to prove ecclesiastical cen- 
sures, and an ecclesiastical government ; and 
let this be remembered upon all like occa- 
sions, though it be not everywhere ex- 
pressed : and so much for the causes. 

The degrees of the Jewish excommuni- 
cation, were ♦nj niddui, D*in chereniy 
t^nDtJ^ schammata, EHas in Tisbite, 
saith plainly, that " There were three kinds 
of excommunication, niddui, chererriy and 
schammata, Niddui is a casting out; but if 
he be not converted, they smite him with che^ 
rem; and if neither so he repent, they scham^ 
matise him." These three Dr Buxtorff 
thus distinguisheth, not only out of Elias, the 
common sentence, but of the Hebrew doctors. 
The first and smallest excommunication is 
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niddui, which is a simple separation for a 
certain time ; the greater excommunication 
is cherem^ which is a separation with im- 
precations and curses; the greatest of all 
IS schammata, a final excommunication, 
without hope of returning to the church : so 
likewise Hen. Vorstius Animad, in Pirke, 

S. 230. And, answerably hereunto, some 
ivines have distinguished eoscommunicatio 
minorf major and maxima. The first is 
suspension from the sacrament ; the second 
is a casting out of the church, and a deliver- 
ing over to Satan, which yet is a medicinal 
excommunication for the destruction of the 
flesh, that the spirit may be saved ; the third 
is anathema maranatha^ an accursing of a 
man to the coming of Christ, without hope 
of mercy, which is excom,munioatio exter- 
minativa^ and cannot be done without a 
j^ophetical spirit. Bertramus {de Bepub, 
JEbrceor, cap. 7) saith, that our suspension 
from the sacrament answereth to their nid- 
duif our excommunication to their cherem^ 
and for their schammata^ he thinks it was 
an adjudging of one to eternal death, where- 
unto answereth the Apostle's anathema, and 
the church's devoting of Julian the apostate 
as one to be no more prayed for, but to be 
prayed against. Munsterus will have scham- 
mata to be the same with niddui, wherein 
Mr Selden a^eeth with him, still holding 
a difference between niddui and cherem, 
as between the lesser and the greater ex- 
communication (de Jure Nat, et Gentium, 
lib. 4, cap. 8) ; of the same opinion is J. Coch, 
Annot, in Exc, Gem, Sanhedrim, p. 149. 
But Constantinus L'Empereur, Annot, in 
Mempub, Jud,y tells us, that the Talmudists, 
in divers places, do distinguish the three de- 

§rees of excommunication, as Bertramus 
oth ; and that schammata was the highest 
excommunication, greater than either ni<i- 
dui or cherem, he proves not only by the 
epitheton adonai added by the GhaJdee pa- 
raphrase, Num. xxi. 25, Et percussit eum 
Israel per schammata dei; but further, 
from the words of Kabbi Solomon, compar- 
ing one excommunicated by schammata, to 
the fat cast in the furnace, which is wholly 
consumed, and which never comes out, so 
he that is shammatised is lost for ever, and 
without all remedy unto all eternity. He 
confirmeth it also from the words of EUas 
above mentioned. It is not much to my pre- 
sent argument to dispute whether the Jews 
had three distinct degrees of excommunica- 
tion or two only. However, it is agreed that 



the Jews had their excommunicatio minor 
and major. And niddui was an excom- 
munication for thirty days, during which 
time, if the person (man or woman) repent, 
well and good, if not, he was excommunicate 
for other Siirty days ; yea, saith Dr Buxtorff, 
the time might be tiiplicate to ninety days; 
and if, after all that time, he repent not, 
then he was excommunicate with the greater 
excommunication, cherem : and so much for 
the degrees. 

As tor the manner and rites of their ex- 
communication, it was done most solemnly. 
Dr Buxtorff 2 tells us, if the party was pre- 
sent, the sentence of excommunication was 
pronounced against him by word of moutli ; 
if he was absent, there was a writ pubUcly 
affixed, containing the sentence of excom- 
munication, which writ was not published 
till the offence was proved at least by two 
witneBses. 

It is certain from Firke Eabbi Elieser, 
cap. 38, that cherem was not without an as- 
sembly of ten at least ; and it is as certain 
that cherem was not only in a solemn, but 
in a sacred manner performed, which is 
manifest from that formula anathematis, 
which Dr Buxtorff hath transcribed out of 
an old Hebrew manuscript y^ and from an- 
other form which Hen. Vorstius* taketh out 



1 Lexicon Chald. Talmud, et Rabbin., p. 2468. 
Excommunicatio fiebat quandoque verbis expressis, 
quando excommunicandus erat prsBsens : quandoque 
scripto publico affixe, quando absens erat. Hinc 
legitur in Maj. emone in libro Madda, cap. 7, sect 2. 
Quomodo fit Niddui: dicit N. esto in excommunica- 
tione. Si excommunicant eum in faciem, id est pre- 
sentem, dicit N. hie esto in excommunicatione sive 
banno. Ibid. p. 2469. Nnncius yel minister publi- 
cus judicii ea fide habetur, nt si dicat, N. a me citatus 
ad judicium, contempsit me, ant vilipendit judicem, 
aut dixit so nolle comparere in judicio, tunc samma- 
tisent ipsum ad verba ejus, sed non scribunt super 
eo schedam excommunicationis shammata, donee 
yenerint duo quo testentur ipsum noluisse compa- 
rere ad judicium. 

3 Leidcon Rabbin., p. 828. Ex sententia domini 
dominorum, sit in Anathemate Ploni Filins Ploni, 
in utraque domo judicii, superior um scilicet et infe- 
riorum, in anathemate item sanctorum excelsomm, 
in anathemate seraphim et ophannim, in anathemate 
denique totius eccleBi8B,maximorum et minimorum, 
etc. 

8 Another form, more full and large, see In Yor- 
stius's Animadversions upon Pirke, p. 226—230. 
Decreto vigilum atque edicto sanctorum anathemi- 
zamus, adjuramus, excommunicamus schammatiza- 
mus, maledicimus, execramus ex sententia hujus 
loci atque ex scientia hujus ccetus, hoc Ubro legis, 
sexcentis tredecim prsBceptis in illo conscriptis. 
Anathemate quo Joshua devovit Jericho ; maledic- 
tione qua maledixit Eliseus pneris, et maledictione 
quam imprecatus est Gichazi servo suo. Shammate 
quo Bchammatizayit Barack Meroz, etc. Nomine 



Wa^n^rilKidM 



iAk__(ta_B- 



mltm^Ut^-mm^ 



24 



Aaron's rod blossoming, or the 



of Gol Bo, both showing that it was not a 
civil, but a sacred business, done in the name 
and authority of the God of heaven; and 
the latter formula still used in most of the 
Jewish synagogues, as Yorstius informs us. 
We read ^so in Pirke Rabbi Elieser, cap. 
38, that the Outhites^ f who were also called 
Samaritans), after they nad been drcumcised 
by Rabbi Dostai, and Rabbi Zacharias, and 
had been taught by them out of the book of 
the law, they were excommunicate by Ez- 
ra, Zerubbabel, and Joshua the high-priest, 
three hundred priests, and three hundred 
disciples, and the whole church in the tem- 
ple, the trumpets sounding, and the Levites 
singing ; they did even by the great name c^f 
Qoa excommunicate the OuthiteS) that there 
should be no fellowship between any man of 
Israel and the Guthites, that no proselyte 
should be received of the Guthites, and that 
they should have no part in the resurrection 
of the dead, nor in the building of the house 
of God, nor in Jerusalem. This passage 
Dr Buxtorff in his Habbinical Lexicon^ p. 



Aebthariel Jab Domini Zebaoth. Nomine Michael 
Principis magni. Nomine Matbatheron cujns no- 
men eat Bicnti nomen domini ejus. Nomine Sandal- 
pbon qni nectit coronas pro domino Bno. Nomine 
Nominis <^, Uteramm. Nomine qnod appamlt 
Mod in Sinai. Nomine quo dissecnit Mosee Mare. 
Nomine Ehieb ascher Ehieh, Ero qui ero. Arcano 
nominis Ampborascb. Scriptura quae exarata est 
in tabulis. Nomine Domini exercituum Dei Israelis, 
qni sedit inter cbernbim, etc. Maledictus ex ore 
nominis celebrandi, et tremendi, quod egreditnr ex 
t>re sacerdotis magni die expiationem^ etc. Evella- 
tur ipse e tabemaculo. Nolit dominus illi condonare, 
sed tunc fumet furor et indignatio contra Timm 
ilium. Incumbant illi omnes maledictiones con- 
BcriptSB in boc Ubro legis. Expellat nomen ejus 
sub csbIo, et segreget ilium in malum ex omnibus 
tribubuB Israelis, Juxta omnes execrationes bujus 
fnderis consignatas in hoc Ubro legis, etc. Hsbc sit 
voluntas Dei et dlcatur. Amen. 

1 Quid turn fecerunt Ezra, Zerobabel et Joshua ? 
CongregaTemut totam ecclesiam sen csetum poputi 
in templnm domini et introduxerunt 300 sacetHlotes 
et 300 adolescentes (sen discipulos minores) quibus 
erant in manibns 300 buccinss, et 300 libri legis. 
Hi claagebant ; Levitss autem cantabant et psalle- 
bant : et exeommunicabant Cuthaeos per mysterium 
nominis Teiragrammati, et per scripturam descrip- 
tam in Tabulis legis, et per anathema fori superioris 
sen caoiestis, et per anathema fori inferiores sen ter- 
restris, ita ut nemo Israelitarum unquam in poste- 
rum com«deret buccellam aliquam Cuthsdorum. 
Hinc dicunt quicunque comedit camem Cutbaei, is 
▼escitur quasi carne porcina. Curh»us quoque ne 
fieret proselytus, neque haberet partem in resur- 
rectione mortuomm, juxta iUud quod scriptum estk 
Non ad vos simul nobtocum atdnet instauratio domus 
dei nostri: neque in hoc neque in fnturo seculo. 
Prseterea quoque ne haberet partem in Jerusalem. 
Hinc didtur, Vobis non est pars neque jus, neque 
memoria in Jerusalem. Transmtserunt autem ana^ 
thema hoc ad Israelitas qui erant in Babylonia. 



2464, and Mr Selden, de Jure Nat et 
Geniiumy lib. 4, cap. 8, have observed out 
of Pirke and Dr Buxtorff, both there and 
Dissert de Lit, Hebr. thes. 49, noteth the 
three words used by the Hebrews in this re- 
lation, Tn;Di T^noB^Di T^DnnDi that 

is, they did excommunicate them both by 
niddui, cherem^ and schammata: and so 
much for the manner and rites. 

As for the authority by which a man was 
excommunicated, we see (by that which 
hath been already noted) that it was a pub- 
lic and judicial act, and it was necessary 
there should be at least an assembly of ten. 
Those /ormuZ(B before cited make it evident 
that it was an authoritative sentence of an 
ecclesiastical assembly (and therefore done 
as it were in name of the court of heaven, 
to which purpose domus Judicii superioris 
>seu coelestisy was mentioned in the business, 
and it was a juridical or forensical act, and 
tlone solemnly in the temple, in that case of 
the Cuthites), Drusius de Tribus Sectis Ju- 
dceorum, lib. 4, num. 237, concerning the 
discipline of the Esseans, and their excom- 
municating of ungodly persons, tells us it 
it was done by a hundred men assembled 
together. It is very true which Mr Selden 
observeth, de Jure Nat. et Gentium^ lib. 4, 
cap. 8, the Hebrews' writ of a judicial ex- 
communication, and of an extrajudicial ex* 
communication, by which one private man 
might excommunicate another ; yet that ex- 
trajudicial excommunication could not stand 
in force unless it were ratified by the court ; 
and of itself it was rather optative, or im- 
precative, than obligative, as is manifest by 
the instance which J. Coch^ gives us, ex 
Gem, Moed Caton, Two men having mu- 
tually excommunicated each other, it cometh 
to an authoritative decision : he that had 
excommunicated the other for that for which 
he ought to have been punished by a pe^ 
cunial mulct, but not by excommunication, 
was himself lustly excommunicate by the 
other, accordmg to the last of the twenty- 
four oa^DEses of excommunication before men- 
tioned, that is, he who unjustly excommuni- 
cateth another shall be himself excommuni- 



1 Annot. Gem. in Ex. Sanhedrim, p. 147, R. Si- 
mon, fil. Lakisch custodiebat hortum. venit quidam 
et ficus caepit Tovare. Ille inclamare : hie non naucl 
facere. Tum illes excommunicatus esto. l^u vicis- 
lim inquit alter excommunicatus esto. Nam si ad 
pecuniam tibi obstrictus sum, nnmquid anathemati 
obnoxius sum ? Adiit R. Lakisch super hoc Scholse 
rectores. Responsum est: Ipsius Anathema ana- 
thema est : tuum nullum est. 
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cated ; so the excommunicating of the one 
man for a civa injury was declared null, and 
the excommunicating of the other for his 
unjust act of excommunication was ratified ; 
wmch doth not only prove what I hare said 
of private or extrajudicial excommunication, 
but also confirm what I asserted before, 
concerning the causes of excommunication, 
that it was not for personal or civil injuries, 
but for matter of scandal, and that pecuniary 
mulcts and excommunication were not in- 
flicted for the same, but for different causes; 
and so much for the authority. 

The effects of excommimication were 
these,^ — ^he might not be admitted into an 
assembly of ten persons ; he might not sit 
within four cubits to his neighbour; he 
might not shave his hair, nor wash himself; 
it was not lawful to eat nor drink with him. 
He that died in excommunication got no 
funeral, nor was there any mourning made 
for him, but a stone was s6t over nim to 
signify that h6 was worthy to be stoned, be- 
cause he did not repent, and because he was 
separated from the church. An excommuni- 
cate person might not make up the number 
of ten where there were nine ; the reason 
was, because he might not be a<;knowledged 
for a church member, or one who could make 
up a lawfiil assembly. I>rusius (de trihus sec- 
tis Jridceorum, lib. 3, cap. 11) draweth two 
consequences from that excommimication of 
the Cuthites before mentioned : 1. That it 
was not lawful for a Jew to eat bread with 
a Samarit^i. 2. That the Samaritans were 
cut off from the Jewish church, and that 
without hope of regress, being schammatised. 

It fe moi*e disputable how far forth ex- 
communication did deprive a man of the 
liberty of access into the temple. The Tal- 
mudists hold, that of old an excommunicate 
person might enter into the temple, yet so 
ad he might be known that he was excom- 
municate. It is said in Firke Rabbi Elieser, 
cap. 17, that Solomon built two gates, one 
for bridegrooms, anothei* for iftoumers and 
exoommimicated persons ; and when the 
children of Israel, sitting between these two 
gates upon the sabbath days and holy days, 
did see a bridegroom come in, they knew him 
and did congratulate with him ; but when 
they saw one come in at the door of the 
mourners, having his lips covered, they knew 
him to be a mourner, and said, ** He that 



1 Bnztorf. Lexicon Chald. Talm. et Rab., p. 1305, 
828. 



dwells in this house comfort thee;" but when 
they saw one come in at the door of mourn- 
ers with his lips not covered, they knew him 
to be excommunicated, and spake to him on 
this manner, " He that dwells in this house 
comfort thee, and put into thy mind to hear- 
ken unto thy neighbours.'* The like you have 
in Cordice Middoth^ c. 2, sect. 2, where it is 
said, that ordinarily all that came into the 
temple did enter upon the right hand, and 
they went out upon the left hand, those ex- 
cepted to whom some sad thing had befallen ; 
and when it was asked of such a one. Why 
dost thou enter upon the left hand? he 
either answered that he was a mourner, and 
then it was said to him, " He that dwells in 
this house comfort thee," or he answered, 
Because I am excommunicate (so readeth 
Buxtorff), or Quia ego contaminatus reji- 
dor (so readeth L'Empereur), and then it 
was said to him, " He that dwells in this 
house put into thy mind to hearken to the 
words of thy companions, that they may re- 
store thee." The same thing is cited e libra 
Musar by Drusius, prceter lib. 4, in John ix. 
22, his opinion is that DnjDH *hose that 
were separate and excommunicate by the 
lesser excommunication, were admitted into 
the temple in the manner aforesaid, but that 
they were not admitted into the synagogue, 
because it is added in libro Musar (which I 
find also added in the fore-mentioned place 
of Pirke R. Elieser), that after the temple 
was destroyed, it was decreed that bride- 
grooms an4 mouiners should come into the 
synagogue, and that they iii the synagogue 
shouH congratulate with the one, and con- 
dole with the other. Behold, saith Drusius, 
no mention here of excommunicate persons, 
for they did not 6ome into the synagogues ; 
peradventure every excommunicate person 
had not access to the temple neither, but he 
that was extrajudicially, or by private per- 
sons excommunicate, as those words might 
seem to intimate, " He that dwells in tnis 
house put into thy mind to hearken to thy 
neighbours, or companions, that they may 
restore thee;" or, if you take it to extend to 
judicial excommunication, then Hen. Vor- 
stius^ doth expound it (Animad, in Pirke, p. 



1 De his merito dnbitari potest, nam licnerit ip- 
sis sacra adire limina, imprimis qni seyeriori ex- 
communicationis genere vel r*^*^rt mttltati erant. 
Quis enim dicat Apostatam, blasphemttm, aliaqne 
sacra capita intra templum fnisse admissa? Be 
Dni^lb *^"^ ratio esse potest, cum bis spes re- 
ni8B non t'uerit adempta. 
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169) 80 as it may be understood only of 
the lesser excommunication, when there 
was still hope of repentance and reconcilia- 
tion ; so J. Coch {Ubi Supra, p. 149) thinks 
that an excommunicate person was not al- 
together cast out of the synagogue, but was 
Permitted to hear, and to be partaker of the 
octrine, but otherwise, and m other things, 
he was separate, and not acknowledged for a 
church member, and this he saith of rmjO 
menudde, of him that was simply excom- 
municate by the lesser excommunication or 
niddui ; but he saith otherwise of him that 
was excommunicate with cherem, Non do^ 
cety non docetur, he is neither permitted to 
teach nor to be taught. Grotius on Luke 
vi. 22, tells us, that excommunicate persons 
under niddui came no otherwise to the tem- 
ple than heathens did, that is, had no Hberty 
to come into the court of Israel. However, 
such as were excommunicate by cherem 
were not permitted to come near the tem- 
ple, saith Mr Weymes in his Christian 
Synaq,y p. 138. An excommunicate per- 
son of the first sort {niddui\ when he came 
to the temple, or synagogue, you see (by 
what hath been said) he was there pubHcly 
bearing his shame, and looked upon as one 
separate from the communion of the people 
01 God ; and so much for the effects. 

The end of excommunication was spiritual, 
that a sinner being by such public shame 
and separation humbled, might be gained to 
repentance, and thereby his soul saved ^ 
(which is the end of church discipline, not 
of civil censures). The court waited ninety 
days upon his repentance, and did not pro- 
ceed to cherem^ except in case of his con- 
tinuing impenitency, when all that time he 
gave no sign of repentance, nor sought ab- 
solution. 

From all that hath been said, I hope it is 
tiilly manifest, that the Jewish excommu- 
nication was an ecclesiastical censure, and 
not (as Mr Prynne would have it) a civil 
excommunication like to an outlawry at com-^ 
monlaw.2 ' 

I conclude with a passage of Drusius de 
Tribus Sectis Judceorum, hb. 4, cap. 22, 



1 M. Selden de Jare Katar. et Gentium, lib. 4, 
cap. 8, Effectus ac finis excommunicationis hujns- 
modi, jure communi erat, ut solitas popularium 
consuetudinis libertate reus privaretur, usque dnm 
paenitentia ad bonam mentem rediens solyeretur 
sententia. 

3 Independency Examined, p. 10. Yindic. of the 
Four Questions, p. 4, 5. 



concerning the Essaeans, who did most re- 
hgiously retain the discipHne of excommu- 
nication : tTW dicturi inter se congregantur 
centum viriy qui eos quos deprehenderint 
reos et improbos expellunt e ccetu suo. 
These words he citeth out of Salmanticensis : 
" Being to judge or give sentence among 
themselves, a hundred men are gathered to- 
gether, who do expel from their assembly 
those whom they find to be guilty and un- 
godly.'' He addeth this testimony of Eufi- 
nus : Deprehensos vera in peccatis a sua 
conaregatione depellunt — such as are de- 
prenended in sins they put away from their 
congregation. Lo, an ecclesiastical excom- 
munication because of scandalous sins ! 



CHAPTER V. 

OF THE CUTTING OFF FROM AMONG THE PEO- 
PLE OF GOD, FREQUENTLY MENTIONED IN 
THE LAW. 

It hath been much controverted, what 
should be the meaning of that commination 
so frequently used in the law of Moses, 
" That soul shall be cut off from among his 
people." The radix nn3 signifieth pro- 
perly such a cutting off as is like the cutting 
off a branch from the tree; and ninniS 
cutting off, is applied to divorcement; I)eut. 
xxiv. 1, a bill of divorcement, in the Hebrew, 
of cutting off; so Isa. 1. 1 ; Jer. iii. 8. It is 
certain that n*13 carath doth not neces- 
sarily signify to cut off by death, destruction, 
or a total abolition of the very existence of 
him that is cut off, but any cutting off, by 
whatsoever loss or punishment it be. The 
Septuagints render it not seldom by such 
words as signify the loss or punishment of 
the party without destroying him, as by »•«•- 

T«, afr0»0flrr«, i»»«frr«, »«r»»«frT«, abscindo^ 

amputo, succidoj excindo; Aa-^tf^o^, avello ; 
abstrabOf x»ra^^ai ; demittOy ^t^trifAw j cir- 
cumddo, a^eufut'j •!«'€*', aufero; ^^^nrra*^ per' 
cutio; ruvrrtt verbero. Sometime they render 
it by Utj/C* conterOy extero, terendo exeutio, 
to strike out (sometime to wash out, or to 
wipe o/ spots or filth, as H. Stephanus tells 
us ; thence ?*r^</a/tMe, the cloth wherewith we 
wipe our hands when we wash them) ; Num. 
xix. 1 3, " That soul shall be cut off from Is- 
rael." The Septuagints, UTgiCuViTaM n ypvxn 
Ixtivu i» If^ahk ; yea, where they render it by 
l^flAa^gsyw, that »$«x«^giu*^if, or cutting off, is 
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sometimes meant of captivity, Amos i. 5 ; 
sometimes of the decay and dissolution of a 
monarchy, Ezek. xxxi. 12 ; sometimes of the 
deposition or repudiating of priests, 1 Sam. 
ii. 33, " The man of thine whom I shall not 
cut off from mine altar ;" sometimes gene- 
rally for a judgment, or punishment, Isa. 
xxii. 25. The English translators in some 
places where it is 0*13 in the original, and 
U^ktfi^tvvf render it to fail^ 1 Bangs ii. 4 ; to 
loose, 1 Eangs xviii. 6 ; sometime they ren- 
der the same original word to hew, 1 Kings 
V. 6 ; "to hew timber," Jer. Ixvi. ; sometime 
simply to cut, Ezek. xvi. 4, " Thy navel was 
not cut." In other places where the Sep- 
tuagints have ll»*^»> aufero, the Enghsh hath 
to fail, 1 Kings viii. 25 ; ix. 5 ; 2 Chron. vii. 
18. This l?«'if*' is the word used by the 
Apostle in the case of excommunication, 1 
Cor. V. 13. 

There are five different opinions concern- 
ing that cutting off mentioned in the law. 

1. Augustine in divers places understands 
the meaning to be of the second death, or 
eternal condemnation. But this is not suit- 
able to the infancy of the Jewish church, for 
while they were bred under the psedagogy 
of the law, things eternal and invisible were 
not immediately and nakedly propounded 
unto them, but under the shadows and 
figures of temporal and visible things; so 
that if eternal death were the ultimate in- 
tendment of that commination (as I verily 
beheve it was), yet it must needs be ac- 
knowledged that there was some other pun- 
ishment in this life comprehended under 
that phrase, to resemble in some sort, and to 
shadow forth that everlasting cutting off. 

2. Some understand that cutting off to 
be when a man dieth •«»»•#, without chil- 
dren, having no offspring or posterity be- 
hind him to preserve the memory of him ; 
for he that l^ft children behind him was 
esteemed to live in some sort after he was 
dead. But the cutting off in the law is 'pri- 
vative, not negative ; it is a depriving of a 
man of what he hath, not the denial of what 
he would have; neither was that of the 
preserving of one's name in the posterity 
applicable to women, but to their husbands 
only, whereas their cutting off was threat- 
ened to all who were guilty, whether men or 
women. Finally, if that were the sense, 
then the cutting off did neither belong to 
such as chose voluntarily to live unmarried, 
nor to men who, being married, had children 
to preserve their memory after their deatli, 



but all that committed such or such a sin 
were to be cut off whether married or un- 
married, whether having children or wanting 
children. 

3. Others understand capital punishment 
to be inflicted by the civil magistrate. But 
if all the offences for which cutting off was 
threatened in the law had been punished by 
death, the Mosaical laws no less than those 
of Draco might have been said to be written 
in blood, saith Gersomus Bucerus.^ Is it 
credible that all and every one who did by 
any chance eat the fat or the blood, or did 
make a perfume for smell like to the holy 
perfume, or did touch a dead body, or a 
grave, or a tent wherein a man had died, or 
anything that an unclean person had touch- 
ed, and had not been thereafter sprinkled 
with the water of separation, were without 
mercy to die for any of these things ? Yet 
these were cut off from among their people, 
Exod. XXX. 38 ; Lev. vii. 15, 17 ; Num. 
xix. 13, 20. Another reason I take from 
Mercerus on Gen. xvii. 14. We nowhere 
find, either in Scripture or in the Jewish 
writings, that such of the seed of Abraham 
as did neglect circumcision were punished 
by the sword of the magistrate, yet by the 
law such were to be cut off. Now, without 
all controversy, such were excluded from 
communion with the church of Israel, and 
being so excluded, they were said properly 
to be cut off from among their people, saith 
Mercerus ; and moreover the cutting off in 
the law is expressed by such a word as doth 
not necessarily signify that the person cut 
off ceaseth to have any being, but it is used 
to signify a cutting off from a benefit, rela- 
tion, or fellowship, when the being remains, 
as was noted in the beginning. 

4. Many of the Hebrews, whom Mr Ain- 
sworth (Annot. in Gen. xvii. 14; Exod. xxxi. 
14 ; Num. xv. 30) followeth, understand by 
that cutting off untimely death, or the short- 
ening of lite before the natural period. This 
interpretation I also dislike upon these rea- 
sons : 1. That which is taken for a founda- 
tion of that opinion, namely, that the cut- 
ting off in the law is meant only as a pun- 
ishment of private sins known to God alone, 
and which could not be proved by witnesses, 
this, I say, is taken for granted, which is to 
be proved. 2. Yea, the contrary appeareth 
from Lev. xvii. 4, 5, the end of that cutting 
off was, that the children of Israel might 

1 De Gnbern. Eccl. p. 67. 
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fear to do that thing which they saw so pun- 
ished ; but how could they make this use of 
a divine judgment inflicted for some private 
sin, they knew not for what. 3. The com- 
mination of divine Judgments is added in a 
more proper place, Deut. xxviii.; Lev. xxvi., 
and in divers places, where wrath and pun- 
ishment from God is denounced against all 
such as would not observe his command- 
ments, nor keep his statutes and judgments. 
But the cutting off is a part (and a great 

Eart) of the corrective or penal Mosaical 
iws which contain punishments to be in- 
flicted by men, not by God, which makes 
Piscator ahnost everjn'^here in his Scholia^ 
to observe, that excindetur is put for eo^- 
scinditOTf that soul shall be cut offy for 
let that soul be cut off, 4. The cuttmg off 
was a distinguishing punishment, — they that 
did such and such thmgs were to be cut off, 
and in being cut off were to bear their ini- 
quity. Lev. xviii. 26 ; Num. xv. 31, but we 
cannot s^ that Abijah the son of Jeroboam, 
or king «Josiah, being taken away by an un- 
timely death, were thereby marked with a 
sign of God's wrath, or tliat they were cut 
on from among their people, and did bear 
their iniquity. 6. And whereas they object 
from Lev. xvii. 10 ; xx. 5, 6, that the out- 
ting off was a work of God, not of men, it is 
easUy answered from that same place, it was 
only so in extraordinary cases, when men did 
neglect to punish the offenders. Lev. xx. 4, 
5, " And it' the people of the land hide their 
eyes from the man when he giveth of his 
seed unto Molech, and kill him not, then I 
will set my &ce against that man, and 
against his family, and will cut him off;" 
umich giveth liglit to the other place. Lev. 
xvii. 10. What I have said against the third 
and fourth opinion doth militate against 
Erastus, for he expoundeth the cutting off 
these two ways, that is either of capital pun- 
ishment, or of destruction by the hand of 
God, yet he inclineth chiefly to the last (see 
lib. 3, c. 6). He toucheth this cutting off in 
divers places, but valde jejune^ and Because 
he is pleased to profess he had no skill of 
the Hebrew, he appealeth to the word iE«- 
>^ftif : of which before. 

There is a fifth exposition, followed by 
many both Popish and Protestant writers, 
who understand by the cutting off, excom- 
municating or casting out from the church ; 
and of this opinion are some very good He- 
britians, as Schindlerus, Lexic, Pentagh^ p. 
655 ; Cornelius Bertramus, de Republica 



Ebrmorumy cap. 2 ; Godwin's Moses and 
Aaron, lib. 3, cap. 4 ; the Jewish Canons of 
Repentance, printed in Latin at Cambridge, 
anno 1631, where the Hebrew hath fl'lS 
the Latin hath ordinarily exoommunicatio ; 
so do divers of our soundest writers take the 
cutting off in the law to be excommunication, 
Synops, pur. Theol. Disp. 48, Thes. 24« 
39. There are these reasons for it :— 

1. The cutting off had reference to an 
ecclesiastical corporation or fellowship. It 
is not said, that soul shall be cut off from 
the earth, or from the land of the living, 
but, cfut off from his people, more plain- 
ly, ^ow> Israel, £xod. xii. 15; Num. xix, 
14, but most plainly, ^' That soul shall be 
cut off from tne congregation" (or church), 
Num. xix. 20, intimating somewhat eccle- 
siastical ; so Lev. xxii. 3, ** Tliat soul shall be 
cut off from my presence." The Septua** 
gints, A» IfuS^from me; the Chaldee, /row 
my face; and this was the very cutting off, or 
exconununication, of Cain from the church 
by Grod himself, Gren. iv. 14, " From thy 
face shall I be hid," and ver. 14, " And Gain 
went out from the presence of the Lord." 
It is another and much different phrase 
which is used to express cutting off from 
the world, or from the land of the living, 
£zek. XXV, 7, " I will cut thee off from the 
people, and will cause thee to perish out of 
the countries;" Jer. xi. 19, " Let us cut him 
off from the land of the living ;" Zeph. i. 3, 
" I will cut off msB from off the land." 

2. He that in his uncleanness did eat of 
an unholy thing was to be cut off. Lev. vii. 
20, 21 ; yet for such a one was appointed 
confession of sin and a trespass-offermg, by 
which he was reconciled, and atonement 
made for him, as Mr Ainsworth hinoiself 
tells us on Lev. v. 2 ; whence I infer, that 
the cutting off such a one was not by death 
inflicted either from the hand of the ma- 
fflstrate or from the hand of Grod, but that 
the cutting off was ecclesiastical, as well as 
the reception or reconciliation, I know Mr 
Ainsworth is of opinion that the cutting off 
was for defiling the sanctuary presumptu- 
ously, or eating of an holy thing presumptu- 
ouslv, when a man was not cleansed from his 
imcleanness, and that atonement by sacrifice 
was appointed for such as defiled the saoc- 
tuarv ignorantly. But that which made him 
think so was a mistake, for he supposeth 
that for sins of ignorance or infirmity only 
Grod did appoint sacrifices, but that for wil« 
ful or malicious sins there was no sacrifice, 






see his Annot. on Lev. iy. 2, which Faustiui 
Socinus also holdeth, Pradecty cap. 22, p. 
144, But to me the contrary is plain from 
Lev. vi. 1 — 8, where we have atonement to 
be made by trespaas-offerings for wilful ly- 
ing, perjury, fraud, robbing, or violence, 
which made the Septuagints, ver. 2, for com' 
mit a trespdSSy to read, despising^ despise 
the commandments of the Lord, And 
whereas Mr Amsworth oonfirmeth his opi- 
nion from Heb. X. 26, " For if we sin wilfully 
after that we have received the knowledge 
of the truth, there remaineth no more sa- 
crifice for sins," I answer with Calvin, 
Beza, Hemmingius, and others upon the 
place. It is not meant of iJl sins done wil- 
iuUy (which to hold were a most dangerous 
and despairing doctrine), but of a total de- 
fection from Christ and the truth. And 
now, to return, there is nothing, Lev. v. 2, 
to exclude a t^spass-ofiering for one who 
should in his uncleanness wilfully go to the 
sanctuary, or touch an holy thing ; but 
there is this reason why it should not be 
excluded, because in that very place, ver. 1, 
he that did wilfully, for favour or maHce, 
conceal his knowledge, being a witness in 
judgment, was yet admitted to bring his 
trespass-offering. 

3, The Apostle, 1 Cor. v., gives us some 
light concerning the cutting off, for (as ver. 
6--S) most paanifestly he pointeth at the 
purging of all the congregation of Israel 
from leaven, £xod. xii. ; so ver. 13, when he 
saith, <* Therefore put away from among 
yourselves that wicked person," he plainly 
alludeth to Exod. xii. 15, 19, " Whosoever 
eateth that which is leavened, even that 
soul shall be cu,t off from the congregation 
(or church) of Israel." Theophyfect on 1 
Cor. V. 13, observeth the Apostle's allusion 
to the old law of cutting off, and Maccovius 
(otherwise no very goSi friend to church 
discipline and government), Loc. Com, disp, 
22, proveth that excommunication was trans- 
ferred from the Jews to us by Christ him- 
self. Matt, xyiii., and that the cutting off 
mentioned in the law is no other thing than 
that which the Apostle meaneth when he 
saith, " Put away from among yourselves 
that wicked person." 

4. The cutting off a soul from among his 
people did typify or resemble eternal death 
and condemnation ; in which respect Peter 
doth some way apply it to the days of the 
gospel, that every soul which will not hear 
Christ the great prophet " shall be destroyed 



from among his people," Acts iii. 23. So 
Yatablus on Gen. xvu. 14, '* That soul shall 
be cut df," that is, shall not be partaker of 
my jromiseB, and of my benefits ; so that as 
J. Coch, Annot, in Sanhedrim^ cap. 9, saith 
well, death inflicted by the hand of God is 
less than 11*13 cutting off, Nam exterminii 
post mortem poena luitur. The same thing 
Gul. Vorstius confirmeth out of Maimont^ 
desy Annot, in Maimon, de Fundam, Xe- 
piSf p. 127 ; and Abrabanel, de capite JFi- 
det, cap. 8, saith that '' the greatest reward 
is the life of the world to come, and the 
greatest punishment is the cutting off of the 
soul." How this could not so fitly be re- 
sembled and shadowed forth by the cutting 
off from the land of the living, either by 
the hand of Grod, or by the hand of the ma- 
gistrate, as by cutting off from the church, 
and from the communion of saints by ex- 
communication, which is summum futuri 
judicii pra^judicium, as TertuUian called 
it, and foreshoweth that " the ungodly shall 
not stand in the judgment, nor sinners in the 
congregation of the righteous," Psal. i. 5. 
But God's taking away of a man by death, 
in the phrase of the Old Testament, is not 
a cutting off frovn^ but a gathering of him 
unto his people ; yea, it is said of wicked 
Ishmael when he died, be was gathered 
unto his people / and as for the abbreviation 
of life, and the untimeliness of death in 
youth or middle a^^e, that both is now and 
was of old, one of tlie things which come 
alike to all, to the good as well as to the 
bad. As touching the capital punishment of 
malefactors by the hand of the magistrate, it 
being founded upon the very law of nature, 
and common to all nations without as well 
as within the church (so that very oflen 
those from whom a malefactor is cut off are 
not so much as by profession the church and 
people of God), it cannot so fitly resemUe 
the separation or casting out of a man from 
having part or portion of the inheritance of 
the sainta in lignt. 

6,, Dr Buxtorff, Lexic, ChcUd, Talm, et 
Itabbin,y p. IIQI, tells us. that this difference 
was put between him that was guilty of cut- 
ting off, and him that, was guilty of death : 
Metis mortis^ ipse tantum, non semen ejus : 
poena excidii comprehendit ipsum, et semen 
ejus. Now if the punishment of death was 
personal only, and the punishment of cut- 
ting off comprehensive not only of them but 
of tneir seed, how can this agree so well to 
anything else as to excommunication ; espe- 
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cially if that hold which Godwin in his Mo- 
ses and Aaron, lib. 5, cap. 2, tells us, that 
the children of excommunicate persons were 
not circumcised. 

6. Mr Selden, de Jure. Nat. et Gent., lib. 
7, cap. 10, tells us, that the Hebrew doctors 
themselves do not agree concemingthat cut- 
ting off in the law. He saith that K. Bechai 
and others make three sorts of cutting off : 

1. A cutting off whereby the body only is 
cut off, which they understand by that 
phrase, Lev. xx. 6, " I will cut him off from 
among his people;" and this is untimely 
death, Psal. Iv. 23, *^ Bloody and deceitful 
men shall not live out haif their days." 

2. They say there was another cutting off, 
which was of the soul only. Lev. xviii. 29, 
'* The souls that commit these things shall be 
cut off fix)m among their people." By this 
cutting off, they say, the soul ceaseth to 
have a being, the body not being taken away 
by death before the natural peri^. 3. They 
make a third kind whereby both soul and 
body is cut off. Num. xv. 31, " That soul 
shall be utterly cut off, his iniquity shall be 
upon him," whereby, say they, both the 
body is destroyed before the natural time, 
and likewise the soul ceaseth to have a be- 
ing. But whatsoever any of the Hebrews 
^cied in their decHning latter times con- 
cerning that second kmd of cutting off 
(which Mr Selden doth not approve, but 
relate out of themV I am confident it was 
only the degenerating notion of excommuni- 
cation, and that very fancy of theirs is a 
footstep thereof, which may make us easily 
believe that the more ancient Hebrews in 
purer times did understand that such a cut- 
ting off was mentioned in the law by which 
a man in respect of his spiritual being was 
cut off from the church of Israel, while his 
natural life and being was not taken from 
him ; yea, Gul, Vorstius Annot. in Maimon. 
de Fundam. Legis, p. 60, showeth us, that 
some of the Hebrews acknowledge nothing 
under the name of the cutting off, but that 
which is the cutting off of the soul only ; but 
if there be so much as some cutting off men- 
tioned in the law which concemetn a man's 
spiritual estate only, it doth abundantly 
confirm what I plead for, and I shall not 
need to assert, that everywhere in the law 
excommunication must needs be understood 
by cutting off. Some understand the cut- 
ting off m the judicial or civil laws to be 
meant of capital punishments, and the cut- 
ting off in the ceremonial laws (which were 



properly ecclesiastical) to be meant of ex- 
communication, or cutting off from the 
church only ; if anywhere uie cutting off be 
excommunication, it sufficeth me, or what- 
ever it may signify more, or be extended 
unto, if excommunication be one thing which 
it signifieth, then they who think it signi- 
fieth some other thing beside excommuni- 
cation are not against me in this question. 

I shall conclude with that in the Dutch 
Annotations upon Gen. xvii. 14, " that soul 
shall be cut off from his people." The an- 
notation £nglished saith thus. That man 
shall be excommunicate from ihe fellowship 
of God 's people. This kind of expression im- 
plies also (as some do conceive) a bodily 
punishment to be inflicted withal by the 
magistrate. They hold determinately and 
positively that it signifieth excommunication, 
whether it signify some other thing beside, 
they judge not to be so dear, and Uierefore 
offer it to be considered. 

It is but a poor argument whereby Bishop 
Bilson, Of the Government of the Church, 
chap. 4, would prove the cutung off not to 
be meant of excommunication, because it is 
applied even to capital offences, such as the 
law elsewhere appointeth men to be put to 
death for, as if it were any absurdity to say, 
that one and the same offence is to be pun- 
ished sub formalitate scandali with excom- 
munication, and sub formalitate criminis 
with capital punishment ; and who knoweth 
not that a capital crime is a cause of excom- 
munication, which is also sometimes the sole 
punishment, the magistrate neglecting his 
duty. If a known blasphemer or incestuous 

Eerson be not cut off by the magistrate, as 
e ought by the law of God, shau he there- 
fore not be cut off by excommunication. If 
he had proved that all the causes of cutting 
off in the law were capital crimes, he had 
said much ; but that wul never be proved. 



CHAPTER VI. 

OF THE CASTING OUT OP THE SYNAGOGITE. 

We read of a casting out of the church, 
which was pretended to be a matter of con- 
science and religion, and such as did more 
especially concern the glory of (Jod, Isa. 
Ixvi. 6, " Your brethren mat hated you, that 
cast you out for my name's sake, said. Let 
the Lord be glorified." Such was the cast- 
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ing out of the synagogue mentioned in the 
gospel, Job ix. 22 ; xii. 42 ; xvi. 2, Arias 
Montanus, de Arcano Sermone, cap. 47, ex- 
pounds it of excommunication from church 
assemblies. So the Magdeburians, cent. 1, 
lib. 1, cap. 7, and Com. Bertramus de JRe^ 
pub. Ebrceor,, cap. 7, Godwin in his Moses 
and Aaron, lib. 3, cap. 4, et lib. 5, cap. 2. 
Wherein the interpreters also upon the 
places cited do generally agree— Erasmus, 
Brentius, Tossanus, Diodati, Cartwright in 
his Harmony ^ Gerhardus, &c. So likewise 
Mr Leigh out of Paulus Tarnovius, aflrww- 
wyn/yof didtur ejectus e ccetu sacro ecclesicB^ 
excommunicattts. See Critica Sacra of the 
New Testament p. 391. So doth Aretius, 
Theol. Probel, loc. 133 (though cited by 
our opposites against us), he saiUi, though it 
was abused by the Pharisees, yet it showeth 
the ancient use of the thing itself, that there 
was such a discipline in the Jewish church ; 
it is not much material to dispute which of 
the degrees of the Jewish excommunication, 
or whether all the three were meant by that 
casting out of the synagogue. Drusius and 
Grotius expound John ix. 22, of niddui, 
Gerhardus expounds John xvi. 2, of all the 
three, nidduiy cherem, and schammata. It 
is enough for this present argument, if it 
was a spiritual, or ecclesiastical censure, not 
a civil punishment. Mr Prynne, Vindic. p. 
48, 49, tells us : First, this casting out of 
the synagogue was not warranted by God's 
word, but was only a human invention ; 
Secondly, as it was practised by the Jews 
it was a diabolical institution ; Thirdly, that 
it was merely a civil excommunication, like 
to an outlawry, whereby the party cast out 
was separate from civil conversation only, or 
from all company with any man, but was 
not suspended from any divine ordinance ; 
Fourthly, that it was inflicted by the tem- 
poral magistrate ; Fifthly, that in the Jew- 
ish synagogues at that time, there was nei- 
ther sacrament nor sacrifice, but only read- 
ing, expounding, preaching, disputing, and 
prayer, so that it cannot prove suspension 
from the sacrament. To the first I answer, 
it was not only warranted by the cutting off 
mentioned in the law, but Erastus himself 
gives a warrant for it from Grod*s word. He 
saith, p. 315, the casting out of the synagogue 
was vel idem vet simile quidbiam with mat 
separating fix)m the congregation, Ezra x. 
18. To the second Aretius hath answered. 
The best things in the world may be abused. 
To the third I offer these eight considera- 



tions to prove that it was an ecclesiastical 
not a civu censure. 

1. The causes for which men were put 
out of the synagogues, were matters of scan- 
dal, offences in point of religion, and we 
read of none cast out of the synagogue for a 
civil injury or crime, it was for confessing 
Christ, John ix. 22 ; xii. 42, then counted 
heresy, and for preaching of the gospel, 
John xvi. 2. 

2. The synagogical assembly or court was 
spiritual and ecclesiastical, as Ludoviens de 
Dieu noteth upon Matt. x. 17. We read of 
" the rulers of the synagogue," Acts xiii. 15, 
among whom he that did preside and mode- 
rate, was called " the chief ruler of the syna- 
gogue," Acts xviii. 8, 17, names never given 
to civil magistrates or judges. Therefore 
Brughton makes this of the rulers of the 
synagogue to be one of the parallels between 
the Jewish and the Christian church, see his 
Exposition of the Lord*s Prayer, p. 14, 
16. As for that assembly of the Pharisees 
which did cast out or excommunicate the 
blind man, John ix., Tossanus upon the place 
calls it senatus ecclesiasticus ; and Brentius 
argueth from this example against the in- 
faflibility of councils, because this council of 
the Pharisees called Christ himself a sinner. 

3. The court of civil judgment was in the 
gates of the city, not in the synagogue. 

4. Such as tne communion and fellowship 
was in the synagogue, such was the casting 
out of the synagogue ; but the communion 
or fellowship which one enjoyed in the syna- 
gogue was a church communion and sacred 
fellowship in acts of divine worship, there- 
fore the casting out of the synagogue was 
also ecclesiastical and spiritual, not civil or 
temporal. The end was sacred and spiritual, 
to glorify God, Isa. Ixvi. 5, to do God good 
service, John xvi. 2, in that which did more 
immediately and nearly touch his name and 
his glory. Though the Pharisees did falsely 
pretend that end, their error was not in 
mistaking the nature of the censure, but in 
misapplying it where they had no just cause. 

5. Mr Prynne himself tells us, p. 49, that 
this excommunication from the synagogue 
was of force forty days (though I believe he 
hath added ten more than enough, and if he 
look over his books better, he will find he 
should have said thirty), yet so as that it 
might be shortened upon repentance. But, 
I pray, are civU punishments shortened or 
lengthened according to the parties repent- 
ance ? I know church censures are so, but I 
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had thought the end of civil puniflhments is 
Dot to reclaim a man's soul 07 repentance, 
and then to be taken off, but to guard the 
laws of the land ; to preserve justice, peace, 
and good order ; to make others fear to do 
evil ; to uphold the public good. The magis- 
trate must both punish and continue punish- 
ments as long as is necessary for those ends, 
whether the party be penitent or not. 

6. How is it credible that the Holy Ghost, 
meaning to express a casting out from civil 
company or conversation only (which was 
not wiuiin, but without the synagogue), 
would choose such a word as signifieth the 
casting out from an ecclesiastioil or sacred 
assembly (for such were the synagogues in 
which the Jews had reading, expounding, 
preaching and prayer, as Mr Prynne teSs 
us) ? Christ himseu distin^isheth the court 
or judicatoiy which was m the synagogue 
from civil mamstracy, Luke xii. 11, ** And 
when they bring you unto the synagogues, 
and unto magis^tes and powers." li£igis- 
trates and powers are civU rulers, supreme 
and subordinate, but the synagogues are dis- 
tinct courts from both these. 

7. Our opposites cannot give any other 
rational interpretation of the word &ir§gtndyv^ 
7^, Erastus, p. 31 5, confesseth it is veiy hard 
to tell what it was. He gives three conjec- 
tures : First, that it was some ignominy put 
upon a man, which I think nobody denies, 
and it may well stand with our interpreta- 
tion. Secondly, he saith not that it was a 
separating of the party from all company, 
or society with any man (for which Mr 
Prynne citeth Erastus with others), but a 
pulling away, or casting out of a man from 
some particular town only, for instance, from 
Nazareth. Thirdly, he saith, it seems also 
to have been a refusal of the privileges of 
Jewish citizens, or the esteeming of one no 
longer for a true Jew, but for a proselyte ; 
but that a proselyte, who was free to come 
both to temple and synagogue (for of such a 
proselyte he speaketh expressly), should be 
said to be made ^^fwdytyty it may well 
weaken, it cannot strengthen his cause. 

8. In Tzemach Davidy edit. Hen. Vor- 
stius, p. 89, we read, that when the sanhe- 
drim did remove from Jerusalem, forty 
years before the destruction of the temple, 
there was a prayer composed against the 
heretics. Hen. Vorstius, in his Ohaerv.^ p. 
286, showeth out of Maimonides that it was 
a maledictory prayer appointed to be used 
against the heretics of that time, who in- 



creased mightilv, and that B. Sol. Jarchi 
addeth this explanation of the word tD^^D 
Minim, the disciples of Jesus of Nazareth. 
Dr Buxtorff, Lexic. Vhald, Talm, et Rah^ 
bin, p. 1201, coUecteth that this maledictory 
praver was composed in Christ's time, and 
agamst his disciples. Surely it suiteth no 
story so well as tnat of the decree of casting 
out of the synagogue, John xii. 42. 

After all these eight considerations, this I 
must add, that I do not a little admire how 
Mr Prynne could cite Godwin's Jewish 
AniiquitieSy lib. 5, cap. 2, for that opinion, 
that tne casting out of the synagogue was not 
an ecclesiasticid but only a civil censure. If 
he had but looked to the page immediately 
preceding, he had found this distinction be- 
tween the ecclesiastical and civil courts of 
the Jews. *' The office of the ecclesiastical 
court was to put a difference between things 
holy and unholy, &c. It was a representaF- 
tive church, hence is that, die ecclestcey Matt, 
xviii. 17, Tell the church, because unto them 
belonged the power of excommunication, the 
several sorts of which censure follow." And 
so he beginneth with the casting out of the 
synagogue, as the first or lesser excommuni- 
cation, or nidduiy and teUs us among other 
effects of it, that the male children of one 
thus cast out were not circumcised. 

To Mr Prynne's fourth exception the 
answer may be collected from what is al- 
ready said. We never find the temporal ma- 
gistrate called the ruler of the synagogue, 
nor yet that he sat in judgment in the sy- 
nagogue. The beating or scourging in the 
synagogues was a tummtuous disorderly act : 
we read of no sentence given, but only to be 
put out of the synagogue, which sentence 
was given by the synagogical consistory, 
made up of the priest or ^nests and Jewish 
elders ; for the power of judging in things 
and causes ecclesiastical, did belong to the 
priests and Levites, together with the elders 
of Israel, 1 Chron. xxiii. 4 ; xxvi. 30, 32 ; 
2 Chron. xix. 8 ; and, therefore, what rea- 
son Mr Prynne had to exclude the priests 
from this corrective power, and from being 
rulers of the synagogue, I know not. Sure I 
am the scriptures cited make priests and 
Levites to be judges and rulers ecclesiastical, 
of which before. As for the chief ruler of 
the synagogue, Archysynagogus errat pri- 
*marius in synaaoga doctor, say the Cen- 
turists, cent. 1, lib. 1, cap. 7, and if so, then 
not a civil magistrate. 

To the fifth I answer, 1. If there was an 
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exclusion from reading, expounding, preach- 
ing and prayer, then much more from sacra- 
ments, in which there is more of the com- 
munion of saints. 2. He that was cast out 
of the synagogue might not enter into the 
miagogue, saith Menochius in John ix. 22, 
therefore he did not communicate in prayer 
with the congregation, nor in other acts of 
divine worship (which how far it is applicable 
to excommunication in the Christian church 
I do not now dispute ; nor are all of one 
opinion concerning excommunicate persons' 
admission unto some, or exclusion irom all 
public ordinances, hearing of the word and 
all), I know £rastu8 answereth, the word 
synagogue may signify either the material 
house — the place of assembling, or the peo- 
ple — ^the congregation which did assemble. 
And some who differ in judgment from us 
in this particular, hold that when we read of 
putting out of the synagogue, the word syna- 
gogue doth not signify m& house, or place, 
of public worship (which yet it doth signify 
in other places, as Luke vii. 6 ; Acts xviii. 
7)) but the church or assembly itself. But 
I take it to signify both jointly ; and that it 
was a casting out, even from the place itself, 
such as that, John ix. 34, ica^ eliflaXov &vrbv 
^£w, " And they cast him out," or excommu- 
nicated Am, as the English translators add in 
the margin ; besides I take what it is granted 
— ^it was a casting out from the assembly or 
congregation itself. But how could a man 
be cast out from the congregation, and yet 
be free to come where the congregation was 
assembled together ? O ! but he must keep 
off four cubits' distance from all other men. 
And was there so much room to reel to and 
fro in the synagogue ? I do not understand 
how a man shall satisfy himself in that no- 
tion. But I rather think Bertramus speaks 
rationally, that he that was excommunicate 
by niddui was shut out ab hominum contu- 
bernio atque adeo ab ipsius Tabemaculi 
aditu. de Rep. Jud,y cap. 7} which niddui 
he takes to be the same with casting out of 
the synagogue. He that was cast out from 
men's society must needs be excluded from 
the public holy assemblies, and from the 
place where these assemblies are. Where- 
imto agreeth that which we read in Exc, 
Gem. Sanhedrim^ cap. 3, sect. 9, A certain 
disciple having, after two-and-twenty years, 
divulged that which had been said in the 
school of E.. Ammi, he was brought out of 
the synagogue, and the said rabbi caused it to 
be proclaimed, This is a revealer of secrets. 



3, It is more than Mr Prynne can prove, 
that the sacrament of circumcision was not 
then administered in the synagogues. The 
Jews do administer it in their synagogues ; 
and that John was circumcised in the syna- 
gogue some gather firom Luke i. 69 : Fe- 
nerunt^ " They came (to wit to the syna- 
gogue) to circumcise the child." For my 
part, I lay no weight upon that argument ; 
but I see less ground for Mr Prynne's as- 
sertion. 

As for that which Mr Prynne addeth in 
the close, that those who were cast out of 
the synagogue might yet resort to the tem- 
ple, he hath said nothing to prove it. I 
find the same thing affirmed bv Sutlivius de 
Presbyt.y p. 25 (though I had thought Mr 
Prynne's tenets of this kind should never 
have complied with those of Episcopal men 
against the anti-episcopal party) ; but neither 
doth Sutlivius prove it : only ne holds that 
the casting out of the synagogue was merely 
a civil excommunication ; and his reason is 
that which he had to prove, — that Christ 
and his disciples, when they were cast out 
of the synagogues, had, notwithstanding, a 
free access to the temple. To my best ob- 
servation I can find no instance of any ad- 
mitted to the temple while cast out of the 
synagogue. I turn again to Erastus, p. 314, 
to see whether he proves it. He gives us 
two instances, — first of Christ himself, who 
was cast out of the synagogues, and yet came 
into the temple. But how proves he that 
Christ was iLiroffvy&yayos ? For this he tells 
us only quis dubitat, — ^who makes question 
of it ? I am one who make a great ques- 
tion of it, or rather put it out or question, 
that Christ was not cast out of the syna- 
gogues; for what saith he himself, John 
xviii. 20, " I ever taught in the synagogue 
and in the temple, whether the Jews al- 
ways resort." Christ was cast out of the 
city of Nazareth, in the tumult, by the peo- 
ple, Luke iv. But here was no consistorial 
sentence ; it was not the casting out of the 
synagogue of which our question is. The 
other mstance which Erastus gives helps 
him as little. The apostles, saim he, were 
cast out of the synagogue, and yet imme- 
diately went to the temple and taught the 
people. Acts iv, and v. And how many 
synagogues was Paul cast out of ? 2 Cor. xi. 
yet he is not reprehended for coming into 
the temple, 

Ans. I find nothing of the synagogue in 
those places which he citeth. It was the 
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council, not the synagogue, which the apostles 
had to do -with, Acts iv. and v. 

But what have they gained if they could 
prove thftt Ohnst or his apostles, while known 
to be excommunicate from the synagogues, 
were adnutted into the temple ? How oflen 
did they <eDme into the temple when the 
priests, and elders, and scribes, would gladly 
have cast them out, but they feared the peo- 
ple, aad so were restrained ? Nay, what if 
they could give other instances that such as 
were cast out of the synagogue were per- 
mitted to come into the temple, what gain 
they thereby ? If we understand the cast- 
ing out of the synagogue to be meant of 
ntdduif of the lesser excommunication, as 
Drusius, Bertramus, Grotius, and Grodwin 
understand it, we are not at all pinched 
or straitened ; nay, though we should also 
iOomprehend the ch&rem^ or greater excom- 
munication, under this castmg out of the 
synagogue, all that will follow upon the ad- 
mission of such into the temple will be this, 
that excommunicate persons, when they de- 
sired to make atonement for their sin by 
sacrifice, were, for that end, admitted into 
the temple, (which who denies?) but still 
with a mark of ignominy upon them as long 
as they were excommunicated, as I have 
showed before, chap. iv. Finally, whereas 
Mr Prynne concludeth his discom^e of this 
point, that we may as well prove excommu- 
nication from Diotrephes, 3 John 10, as 
from the casting out of the synagogue, I 
admit the parallel thus : — The rharisees did 
cast out from the synagogue such as pro- 
fessed Christ; Diotrephes did cast out of 
the church (as John saith) such as received 
the brethren. Both clave errante; the 
ecclesiastical censure was abused and misap- 
plied, yet from both it appeareth that eccle- 
siastical censures were used in the church. 
There was a casting out of the synagogue 
used among the Jews, which the Pharisees 
did abuse ; there was a casting out of the 
church used among Christians, which Diotre- 
phes did abuse. I remember I heard Mr 
Coleman once draw an argument against 
excommunication from that text in John 
concerning Diotrephes, which is, as if we 
should argue thus : The Scripture tells us it 
is a sin to condemn the righteous, therefore 
it is a sin to condemn, it is a sin to cast 
out of the church godly persons who love 
and receive the brethren, therefore it is a 
sin to cast out of the church. A fallacy d 
dicto secundum quid ad dictum simplid-' 



ter. The weight is laid upon the applica- 
tion of such a censure to such persons. An 
unjust excommunication is not imitable, but 
a just excommunication is imitable, accord- 
ing to the warning given us in the words 
immediately added, " follow not that which 
is evil, but that which is good." 



CHAPTER VII. 

OTHER SGRIPTUBAL ARGUICENTS TO PROVE 
AN EXCOMMUNICATION IN THE JEWISH 
CHURCH. 

Another scripture proving excommuni- 
cation in the Jewish church (which is also 
parallel to that casting out of the^rnagogue, 
as Erastus himself told us) is Ezra x. 8, 
" That whosoever would not come within 
three days, according to the counsel of the 
princes and elders, S^ his substance should 
be forfeited, and himself separated &om the 
congregation (or church : it is kaJial in the 
Hebrew, and €KK\f|(yi^ in the Greek) of 
those that had been carried away.'' 

This separation from the congregation or 
church is not meant of banishment, but of 
excommunication, as it is interpreted by 
Lyra, Hugo Cardinalis, Cajetan, Nicholaus 
Lombardus, Mariana, Cornelius k Lapide ; 
of Protestants, Pellicanus, Lavater, Diodati, 
the Dutch Annotations^ the late English 
Annotations, — ^all upon the place ; also by 
Zepperus, de Pol. EccLy hb. 3, cap. 7, and 
divers others who cite tiiat place occasion- 
ally. Ampsingius, Disp. Advers, Ana- 
baptist, p. 276, doth from that place con- 
fute the Anabaptists' tenet, that there was 
no other but a civil tribunal in the Jewish 
church. Beda, upon the place, calls this 
assemblv a synod, Jinita synodo, 8fc. Jose- 
phus, Antiq., lib. 11, cap. 5, expresseth the 
punishment of those who would not come to 
Jerusalem at that time, thus, d9ra\Xprpiw69- 
afjfiivtav rov irXiiSovs, xal rvf owias avrmr 
Kara rt^y rdv xpctrfivTipioy Kpiav a0iep»6i}- 
aofiivtis, A double punishment curaXKoTplt^^ 
ais and a^iipioais : the former is referred 
to the persons themselves, and it signifieth 
an ahcdienation. of those persons from the 
congregation, not a banishing or driving of 
them out of the land ; for htfaWorpioia sig- 
nifieth to abalienate a persoii or thing, 
by renouncing and quitting the right, title, 
and interest, which formerly we had in timt 
person or thing ; so houses, lands, persons, 
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&c., are abalienated, when (though thej and 
we remain where before) we cease to own 
them 80 our6 ; and thus the congregation of 
Israel did renounce their interest in those 
offenders, and would not own them as church- 
members. The other punishment was the 
dedicating or devoting of their substance. 
Grelenius, the inteipreter^ hath rightly ren- 
dered the sense of Josephus, et quisquis non 
adfuerat intra proRscriptum tempui^ ut 
eaBcammunioeturj bonaque ejiAS sacro osra" 
rio (Jiddieantur, You will object, this sepa- 
ration from the congregation is coupled to- 
gether with forfeiture of a man's estate ; 
and so seemeth rather banishment than ex- 
communication. This objection being taken 
off, I think there shall be no other difficulty 
to perplex our interpretation. Wherefore 
I answer these two things : 1. It is the 
opinion of divers who hold two sanhedrims 
among the Jews, one civil and another eccle- 
siastical, that in causes and occasions of a 
mixed nature, which did concern both church 
and state, both did consult, conclude, and 
decree, in a joint way, and by agreement 
together. Now, Ezra x., the princes, elders, 
priests, and Levites, were assembled toge- 
ther upon an extraordinary cause, which 
conjuncture and concurrence of the civil and 
the ecclesiastical power might occasion the 
denouncing (^ a double punishment upon 
the contumacious, forfeiture and excrnnr 
launication. But, 2. The objection made 
doth rather confirm me that excommunica- 
tion is intended in that place ; for this for- 
feiture was iLfupmtns, a making sacred, or de- 
dicating to an holy use, as I have shown out 
of Josephus. The oririnal word translated 
forfeited is more propeny translated d^oteci, 
which is the word put in the margin of our 
books. The Greek saith iLradefiarttrdtiaerat^ 
anathematizahitur, which is the best ren- 
dering of the Hebrew Din** It was not 
therefore that which we call forfeiture of 
a man's substance. Intellige^ saith Grotius, 
ita ut Deo sacra fiat ; and so the excom- 
munication of a man, and the devoting of 
his substance as holy to the Lord^ were 
joined together ; and the substance had not 
been anathematised if the man had not been 
anathematised. I do not say that excom- 
munication, ex natura rei, doth infer and 
draw after it the devoting of a man's estate 
as holy to the Lord. No; excommunica- 
tion cannot hnrt a man in his worldly estate 
further than the civil magistrate and the 
law of the land appointeth ; and there was 



excommunication in the apostolical churobes, 
where there was no Christian magistrate to 
add a civil mulct. But the devoting ol^'the 
substance of excommunicated persons, Ezra 
X., as it had the authority of the princes* and 
rulers for it, so what extraordinary warranto 
or instinct there was upon that extraordSh-^ 
ary exigence we cannot tell. 

FinaUy, Mr Selden, de Jure Nat, st' 
Gentium^ lib. 4, cap. 9, p. 523, agreelk 
with Lud. Capellus, that the separation 
from the congregation, Ezra x. 8, plane 
ipsum. est itirotrvyaywyov /ieriy is the very 
same with casting out of the Sjrnagogue; 
which confuteth farther that whi^ Mr 
Prynne holds, that the casting out of the 
synagogue was not warranted by God's 
word, but was only a human invention. 

I know some have drawn another argu- 
ment for the Jewish excommunication from 
Neh. xiii. 25, ** I contended with them, 
and cursed them," id esty anathematizavi 
et excommunicavif saith Cornelius k Lapide 
upon the place; so Tirinis upon the same 
place. Mariana expounds it, anathema dixi. 
Aben Ezra understands it of two kinds of 
excommunication, niddui and eherem. For 
my part, I lay no weight upon this, unless 
you understand the cursing or malediction 
to be an act of the ecclesiastical power, only 
authorised or countenanced by the magis- 
trate, which the words may well bear ; for 
neither is it easily credible that Nehemiah 
did, with his own hand, smite those men and 
pluck off their hair, but that, by his autho- 
rity, he took care to have it done by civil 
officers, as the cursing by ecclesiasticai offi- 
cers. The Dutch Annotations lean this way , 
telling us that Nehemiah did express his zeal 
against them as persons that deserved to be 
banned, or cut on from the people of God. 

Another text proving the Jewish excom- 
munication is Luke vi. 22, " When they 
shall separate you, and shall reproach you» 
and cast out your name as evil." It was the 
most misapplied censure in the world, in re- 
spect of the persons thus cast out ; but yet it 
proves the Jewish custom of casting out such 
as they thought wicked and obstinate per- 
sons. This afoptafiot Beda upon tho place 
tmderstandeth of casting out of the syna- 
gogue, separent et synagoga depellant, &c., 
yet it is a more general and confprehensive 
word than the casting out of the synagogue. 
It comprehendeth all the three degrees of 
the Jewish excommunications, as Grotius ex- 
pounds the place ; which agreeth with Mun- 



sterus Dictionar, Trilingtte, where a^pia- 
fiot is the only Greek word given both for 
the three Hebrew words, . nec^m, cherem, 
and schammata^ and for the Latin excom- 
municatio. Wherefore h^Qil^ta in this place 
is extermino, excommunico, repudio, which 
is one of the usual significations of the word 
given bj Stephanus and by Scapula. It is 
a word frequently used in the canons of the 
most ancient councils to express such a sepa- 
ration as was a church censure, and, name- 
ly, suspension from the sacrament of the 
Lord's supper; for, by the ancient canons of 
the councils, such offences as were punished 
in a minister by Kadalpeffts, that is, deposi- 
tion, were punished in one of the peopfe by 
iLtftopiafios, that is, segregation or sequestra- 
tion. Zonaras, upon the 13th canon of the 
eighth General Council, observeth a double 
atpopifffiot used in the ancient church : one 
was a total separation, or casting out of the 
church, which is usually called excommuni- 
cation ; another was a suspension or seques- 
tration from the sacrament only, of wnich 
I am to speak more afterward in the third 
book. I nold now at the text in hand, 
which may be thus read, according to the 
sense and letter both, when they shaU ex- 
communicate you, 8fc, ; howbeit the other 
reading, wh^n they shall separate you, 
holds forth the same thing which I speak 
of. Separate from what? Our transla- 
tors supply, from their company. But 
from wnat company of theirs? Not from 
their civil company only, but from their 
sacred or church assemblies, and from reli- 
gious fellowship, it being a church censure 
and a part of ecclesiastical discipline ; in 
which sense, as this word frequently occur- 
reth in the Greek fathers and ancient canons, 
when they speak of church discipline, so 
doubtless it must be taken in this place. 1. 
Because, as Grotius tells us, that which made 
the Jews the rather to separate men in this 
manner from their society, was the want of 
the civil coercive power of magistracy, which 
sometime they had. And I have proved 
before, that the civil sanhedrim, which had 
power of criminal and capital judgments, 
did remove from Jerusalem, and cease to 
execute such judgment, forty years before 
the destruction of the temple. 2. Because, 
in all oth%r places of the New Testament 
where the same word is used, it never sig- 
nifieth a bare separation from civil company, 
but either a conscientious and religious sepa- 
ration, by which church members did intend 



to keep themselves pure from such as did 
walk (or were conceived to walk) disorderly 
and scandalously. Acts xix. 9; 2 Cor. vi. 
17 ; Gal. ii. 13 ; or God's separating be- 
tween the godly and the wicked, Matt. xiii. 
49 ; XXV. 32 ; or the setting apart of men 
to the ministry of the gospel, Acts xiii. 2 ; 
Bom. i. 1 ; Gal. i. 15. 3. A civil separa- 
tion is for a civil injury ; but this separation 
is for wickedness and impiety, whether ac- 
companied with civil injury or no; they shall 
cast out your name as evU, dts -rovripov, or, 
as it seems, the Syraic and Arabic inter- 
preters did read, uts vovripwv, tanquam imr- 
probora/m, as of wicked and evil men. The 
sense is the same. 

Thus far of the Jewish church, the Jew- 
ish ecclesiastical sanhedrim, the Jewish ex- 
communication. I proceed to the Jewish 
exomologesis, or public confession of sin. 



CHAPTER VIIL 

OF THE JEWISH EXOMOLOGESIS, OR PUBLIC 
DECLABATION OF REPEXTAKCE BY CONFES- 
SION OF SIX. 

As there were some footsteps of public 
confession among the heathen, and, namely, 
among the Lacedemonians, who made him 
that was deprehended in a crime to com- 
pass the altar, and there to express his own 
shame, and to pronounce some disgraceful 
words against himself;^ so, I make no doubt, 
they had this fas many other rites) from an 
imitation of tne people of God, who had 
their own exomologies and pubUc testimo- 
nies of repentance, which may thus appear. 

First. A man was to put his hand upon 
the head of the sacrifice which he brought, 
and so it was accepted to make atonement 
for him. Lev. i. 4, and this was done in the 
tabernacle before the priest. Genebrardus 
and Lorinus, in Psal. xxxi. 5, tells us out 
of Aben Ezra and other rabbinical authors, 
and ex libro Siphri, that when he that 
brought the sacrifice did put his hands 
between the horns of the beast which was to 
be offered, he did distinctly commemorate 
that sin for which he did tnen repent, pro- 
fessing his detestation thereof, and promising 
to do so no more. Mr Ainsworth, on Lev. 
i. 4, to the same purpose, citeth out of Mai- 
monides in his Treatise of offering sacrifices, 

1 Lorinas in Psal. iii. 1, 5, ex Plutarcbo.. 
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cap. 3, these words, ^' He lajeth his hands 
between the two horns, and confesseth upon 
the same, offering the iniquity of sin, and 
upon the trespass-offering the iniquity of 
trespass ; and upon the burnt-offering he 
confesseth the iniquity of doing that which 
he should not, and not doing that he ought," 
&c. Now, that confession of sin was joined 
with the laying on of hands upon the sacri- 
fice is not only proved by the judgment of 
the Hebrews, understanding the law in that 
sense, but by the law itself, Lev. xvi. 21, 
where Aaron is commanded to lay his hands 
upon the head of the live goat, *' and confess 
over him all the iniquities of the children of 
Israel, and all their transgressions in all 
their sins, putting them upon the head of 
the goat." 

Secondly. The law appointeth confession 
to be made at the bringing of trespass-offer- 
ings. Lev. v., and that m three kinds of 
trespasses. 

1. If one hear the voice of swearing, that 
is, hear his neighbour swearing or cursing, 
which he ought to reveal, and is a witness 
whether he hath seen or known of it (that 
is, whether he himself hath been present at 
the cursing or reviling of God, Lev. xxiv. 
10, 11, or of man, 2 Sam. xvi. 7, or hath 
heard it by relation from others, and known 
it that way, so the Dutch Annotations and 
the best interpreters), if he do not utter it, 
then he shall bear his iniquity. The mean- 
ing is, when one doth, for favour or malice 
(so Aretius and Parens upon the place^, dis- 
semble the truth and conceal his knowledge, 
and so make himself partaker of other men's 
sins. Grotius expounds it by Prov. xxix., 
« Whoso is partner with a thief hateth his 
own soul ; he heareth cursing and bewray- 
eth it not." In such a case a man did 
greatly scandalise all those (were they more 
or fewer) who knew his dissimulation, and 
that he did not utter his knowledge. 

2. If one had touched any unckan thing, 
and, not being cleansed from his uncleanness, 
did go into the sanctuary or touch an holy 
thing^ (whether he knew himself to have 
touched the unclean thing, when he went 
into the sanctuary, but did afterward forget 
it, as the Hebrews understand the place, or 
whetiier he did not know of his uncleanness 
when he went into the sanctuary), as soon 
88 it was revealed to him by others who did 
take offence at it, or otherwise brought to 

1 See Ainsworth upon the place. 



his knowledge, he was held guilty till con- 
fession and atonement was made. It was 
not simply the touching of an unclean thing 
for which the confession and trespass-offer- 
ing was appointed; seeing the law (saith 
Amsworth) maketh such unclean but till 
evening. Lev. xi. 24, 31, when, washing 
themselves and their clothes, they were 
clean ; and for uncleanness by a dead man, 
the sprinkling water cleansed them. Num. 
xix. 17 — 19. Wherefore he resolveth, out 
of the Hebrew doctors, that this confession 
of sin and the trespass-offering was re- 
quired, in case an unclean person, in his un- 
cleanness, came to the sanctuary, or did eat 
of an holy thing. 

3. If one haa sworn unadvisedly, as David, 
1 Sam. XXV. 22, Herod, Mark vi. 23, those 
conspirators against Paul, Acts xxiii. 21 
(which are the examples given in the Dutch 
Annotations, and t^ey are examples of scan- 
dals), if the thing were hid from him, 
through the distemper, impetuosity, and 

Eassion of his spirit overclouding the eye of 
is mind, so that when he hath sworn a 
scandalous oath he scarce knows or remem- 
bers well the thing. Or thus, if a man had 
sworn an oath to do a thing, or not to do it, 
and afterward ^ified his oath, either be- 
cause he could not do what he had rashly 
sworn, or because he was unwilling to do it, 
or because he neglected to do it, (Aretius 
puts this triple case in expounding the text) ; 
when a man was brought to the knowledge 
of the falsifying of his oath, being told, or 
put in mind of it by others, saith Diodati, 
which was also a case of scandal. 

In any of these three cases a man was to 
confess ms sin when he brought his trespass- 
offering, and the offering was not accepted 
without confession ; Lev. v. 5, " And it shall 
be, when he shall be guilty in one of these 
things, that he shall confess that he hath 
sinned in that thing ; and he shall bring his 
trespass-offering," &c. This confession was 
made in the priest's hearing, and not to God 
alone, as Mr Prynne affirmeth, Vindic. p. 

I Bucer Scripta Anglicana, p. 310. Nunc antem 
legimus, Ley. It. 5, 6. Deum popnlo suo ordinasse 
ac mandasse : si qnos de popnlo, de sacerdotibas, 
ant principibns, aut si etiam popnlns uniTersus all* 
quid forte deliqnisset contra mandata sua, sen faci- 
endo qnsB ipse vetnerat, sen omittendo qnsB prsece- 
perat ; nt tales ante se in ecclesia sna, et coram sa* 
cerdote comparerent, ibi peccatnm snnm confiter- 
entnr, veniam peterent, oblationes snas efferent, et 
hoc modo per sacerdotem reconciliationem conse- 
qnerentnr. idqne hand dnbie non absque seria hnmi- 
Uatione, planctn, et jejnnio. 
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17. For, 1. It was a ceremonial law con- 
cerning the external worship of Grod, and a 
part of the law of trespass-offerings. He 
might as well have said, that the trespass- 
offering was made to God alone, without the 
Eresence of the priest or anj otlier. 2. He 
imself doth not deny (but intimate) that, 
till such confession was made, a man was 
not admitted to make atonement by trespass- 
offerings; uid so do the Jews understand 
the law of confession, as we shall hear bj 
and bj. Now how could it be known whether 
a man had confessed any thing at all, if it 
was secretly, and to Grod alone f 3. The sins 
to be confessed were oft-times scandalous 
and known to others (as hath been cleared), 
therefore the confession was to be known to 
others also. 4. That this confession (not 
private and auricular, but pubUc and peni- 
tential) was made in the temple, before, and 
in the hearing of the priest, Iprove from 
Philo the Jew, in his book de aacr. Ahelis 
et Cainiy at the close, speaking of the Levite's 
ministry, he saith, that he did execute and 
perform XeiTovpyiau inraaast all those ser- 
vices which belong to a perfect priesthood, 
and to the bringing of man to God, whether 
by burnt-offerings, f} bia fitravoias A^apro- 
lidruyf aut pro peccatis quorum jxxnitety 
saith Gelenius the interpreter, meaning the 
trespass-offerings. But observe further, he 
speaks of the penitential part, or public 
things, or rather of the public declaration of 
repentance ; repentance of sins, that is, re- 
pentance declared or professed (which was in 
the confession joined with the trespass-offer- 
ings) was one of the chief things about which 
the Levitical ministry was exercised, which 
is the clear sense of the place. More plainly, 
the same Philo lib, de victimis towards the 
close, where he tells that certain parts of the 
trespass-offerings were eaten by the priests, 
and that these must be eaten in the temple, 
he gives this reason for it, lest the penitent's 
sin and shame should be divulged and pun- 
ished more than needs must, wnich intimat- 
etli that the particular offence was so con- 
fessed that it was made known to such as 
were within the temple. 

The third scriptural proof is Num. v. 6, 
7, " When a man or a woman shall commit 
any sin that men commit, to do a trespass 
against the Lord, and that person be guuty, 
then they shall confess their sin which they 
have done, and he shall recompence his tres- 
pass," &c. The Hebrews expound it thus, 
" All the precepts in the law, whether they 



command or forbid a thing, if a man trans- 
gress against any one of uiem, either pre- 
sumptuously or ignorantly, when he maketh 
repentance and tumeth from his sin, he is 
bound to confess before the blessed G^od, as 
in Num. v. 7, This confession is with words, 
and it is commanded to be done. How do 
they confess ? He saith. Oh Grod, I have sin- 
ned, I have done perversely, I have tres- 
passed before thee, and have done thus and 
thus, and, lo, I repent, and am ashamed of my 
doings, and I will never do this thin? again. 
And this is the foundation of confession ; 
and whoso maketh a large confession, and 
is long in this thing, he is to be commended; 
and so the owners of sin and trespass-offer- 
ings, when they bring their oblations for 
their ignoraiit or for their presumptuous sins, 
atonement is not made for them by their 
oblation, until they have made repentance 
and confession by word of mouth ; likewise 
all condemned to death by the magistrates, 
or condemned to stripes, no atonement is 
made for them by their death, or by their 
stripes, until thev have repented and con-( 
fessed. And so ne that hurteth his neigh- 
bour, or doth him damage, though he pay 
him whatsoever he oweth him, atonement is 
not made for him, until he confess and turn 
away from doing so again for ever, as it is 
written in Num. v. 6, any of all the sins of 
men." All this Ainsworth transcribeth out 
of Maimon, in Misn. Treat of Repentance^ 
chap. 1, sect. 1, see also the laXm edition of 
the Jewish Canons of Repentance^ printed 
at Cambridge anno 1631, where, beside that 
passage in uie first chapter concerning the 
necessity of confessing by word of month 
that sin for which the trespass-offering was 
brought, you have another plain passage, 
cap. 2, for public confession, not oTprivate 
sins known to God only, but of known sins 
by which others were scandalised.^ 



1 Eximia lans est paBnltentiam sgentiy nt publico 
confiteatur, iniquitates Buaa toti cstui iodicans, et 
delicta quao in proximnm admisit, aliis aperiens 
hnne in modnm. Reyera peccaTi in N. N. ('▼iram 
nominans) et hiec Tel ilia fed: Eoce antem me 
▼obis none convertor, et me fact! pssnitet. Qui 
▼ero prae superbia non indicat, sed abscondit iniqui- 
tates suas, illi perfecta non est psenitentia: quia 
dicitnr. Q,nl abscondit sceleta sua, non dirigetur. 
HsBc dicta intelligenda sunt de peccatis quae in 
proximum admittantur. Yerum in transgressioni- 
bns qun sunt homlnis in Deum, non necesse est 
cuiquam seipsum propalare: qntn imo perfricta 
frontis est, illiusmodi peccata rerelare : Sed in con- 
spectu Dei psanitentiam agit, et coram illo peccata 
hsBc speda^m recenset. 
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In which passage I understand by sins 
against Grod, sins Known to God only, 1. 
Because it is forbidden to reveal those sins, 
therefore they were secret, 2. Because oth- 
erwise those cs^nons shall contradict them- 
selves, for in cap. 1 it is told us thQ.t all who 
brought trespass-offerings wero bound to 
confess, by word of mouth, the ain which 
they had done, without which confession 
they got not leave to xnake atonoment by 
the trespass-offering. Now trespass-offer* 
ings were for sins aigainst God, as well as 
for sins against man. 3. It should other- 
wise contradict the law, Num. v. 6, which 
appointeth any sin or trespass against the 
Lord to be confessed. 4. Those trespasses 
were to be publicly confessed, for which, in 
case of impenitency and obstinacy, a man 
waa excommunicated with cherem, or the 
greater excommunication. But a man was 
excommunicated for divers sins against God, 
which did not at all wrong his neighbour, 
setting aside the scandal, which X have 
proved before. These four reasons will 
prove either that the meaning of that canon 
must be of private sins, and not of public 
and scandalous sins against the first table, 
or otherwise that the canon is contrary to, 
and inconsistent with both Scripture, reason, 
and other rabbinical writings. 

From the law, Num. v., thus exampled, 
observe concerning the confession of sin: 
1. It was for any scandalous sin of commis- 
sion or omission against the first or second 
table ; 2. It was not free and voluntary to 
the offender. I do not f^J that he was com^ 
polled to it by anv external force or co- 
ercive power, but he was commanded and 
obhged by the law to confess. Vatablus on 
Num. V, 7, Fatebuntur^ i.e. tanebuntur 
fateriy they shall confess^ that is, they shall 
be bound to confess, and a man was not ad- 
mitted with his trespas8K)ffering except he 
confessed; 3. It was done by word of mouth; 
4. And pubHcly before the congregation 
that were present ; 5. The particular tres- 
pass was named in the confession ;^ 6. Sins 
both of ignorance and malice, when scanda- 
lous, were to be confessed; 7, Tho sinner was 
not stinted to a prescript form of words in 
confession, but was to enlarge his confession 
as his heart was enlarged ; 8, Iii criminal 



1 Hnncconfessionem Hebraei vocant confessionem 
super peccato singuUri, quia iu aliis sacrificiis fiebat 
eonfessio peocatorum generalis, saith Vatablus upon 
the pl4«e. 



and capital cases, beside the civil or corporal 
punishment, confession was to be made, be- 
cause of the scandal which had been given, 
which doth further appear from the Talmud 
itself, in sanhedrim, cap« 6, sect. 2, for that 
is observed in all who are put to death, that 
they must confess, for whoever doth confess, 
he hath part in the world to come ; and 
namely it is recorded of Achan, that Joshua 
said to him, " My son, give now glory to the 
Lord God of lorael, and make confession 
unto him ; and Achan answered, Indeed I 
have sinned against the Lord Grod of Israel, 
and thus and uxus, ^., whence it is collected 
that his confession did expiate his sin. And 
Joshua said. Why hast thou troubled us, God 
shall trouble thee this day ; this day thou 
shalt be troubled, not in the world to come," 
The like you read of Achan in Pirke B. 
Elieser, cap. 38. I know Achan's confession 
was not in the sanctuary, nor at a trespass^ 
offering ; but I make mention of it because 
Erastus holdeth,^ that under the law con* 
fession was only required in such cases where 
the sin was not criminal or capital ; which 
is confuted by the afore-mentioned passages 
in Maimonides and the Talmud itself, prov- 
ing that whether the sin was expiated by 
sacrifice or by des^th, it was always to be con- 
fessed ; from the same example of Achan 
doth P. Galatinus,^ lib. 10, cap. 3, prove 
that declaration of repentajuce was to be 
made by word of mouth, and that the sin 
was to be particularly confessed, which he 
further proveth by another rabbinical pas- 
sage. 

In the fourth place, John ix. 24 seemeth 
to hold forth a judicial public confession of 
sin to have been required of scandalous sin- 
ners. The Pharisees being upon an examin- 
ation of him that was born blind and waa 
made to see, they labour to drive him so far 
from confessing Christ, as to confess sin and 
wicked collusion, " Give God the praise (say 
they], we know that this man is a sinner," 
whicn is to be expounded by Josh, vii. 19, 
" Give glory to the Lord God of Israel, and 
make confession," 

Fifthly, as the Jews had an excommuni- 
cation, so they had an absolution, and that 
which intervened wa^ confession, and decla- 



1 Confirm. Thes. p. 106, 113. 

> £z CO quo quod in Ubro Jomo, id est, dierum, 
in capite, jam hakippurim, id est, dies propitiation* 
um, ita scribitur. Dixit Rab. Hunna : Omnis qui 
transgressione transgresaus est necesse est ut An^ 
gulatim exprimat peccatum. 



ration of repentance. And hence came the 
Arabic OHJ nadaniy he hath repented, 
and OIMJ nadim, a penitent, the niddui 
made the nadim ; for when a man was ex- 
oommimicated bj the lesser excommunica- 
cation, the consistory^ waited first thirty 
days, and then other thirty days, and as 
some think (the third time) thirty days, to 
see whether the offender were penitent 
(which could not be known without confes- 
sionj, and would seek absolution, which if 
he aid not, but continued obstinate and im- 
penitent, then they proceeded to the greater 
excommunication, which doth prove a pub- 
lic confession, at least in the case of the ex- 
communicated. 

Sixthly, we find a public penitential con- 
fession, Ezra X. 10, 11 : " And Ezra 'the 
priest stood up and said unto them, Ye have 
transgressed, and have taken strange ydves 
to increase the trespass of Israel ; now there- 
fore make confession unto the Lord God of 
of your fathers, and do his pleasure, and se- 
parate yourselves from the people of the 
hmd, and from the strange wives.'' Mark 
here, the forsaking of the sin could not suf- 
fice without conressing the sin; all Israel 
had sworn and covenanted to do the thing, 
to put away the strange wives, ver. 6, but 
Ezra the priest tells tnem, they must also 
make confession of their sin ; confession of 
their former trespass must be joined with 
reformation for the fiiture : all which the 
people promise to do as Ezra had said, ver. 
12. But what was this confession, was it only 
a private confession to God alone, or was it 
only a general confession made by the whole 
congregation of Israel at a solemn fast and 
humiliation? Nay, that there was a third 
sort of confession, differing from both these, 
appeareth by ver. 13, " JSTeither is this a 
work of one day, or two, for we are many 
that have transgressed in this thing ;" yea, 
three months are spent in the business, ver. 
16, 17, during which space all that had 
taken strange wives came at appointed times 
out of everV city, and were successively ex- 
amined by Ezra the priest, and certain chief 



1 Seld. de Jure Nat. et Gentium, lib. 4, cap. 8. 
Pro diversitate peccati et peccantis moribas, nunc 
citiuB nunc serins sequebatur absolntio. Sed nt 
plurimnm excommnnicatio fiebat in diem tricesi- 
mnm, etc. Intra hoc tempns ezpectabat forum nt 
ad Bonam rediret. mentem, resipisceret, et qnao ju- 
berent ipsi prssstaret, etc. Post triginta diernm con- 
tnmaciain, idem tempns semel iterabatnr, etc. At 
vero si neqne intra id spatii psenitens absolntionem 
peteret, rm Ckortm sen anathemate ferriebatnr. 



of the fathers and Levites (such of both as 
were not themselves guilty), before whom 
such as were found gmlty did make confes- 
sion ; the sons of the priests made confession 
as well as others, yea, with the first, and 
^ave their hands that they would put away 
their wives ; and being guilty, they offered a 
ram of the flock for their trespass; with 
which trespass-offering confession was ever 

i'oined, as hath been Ij^fore shewed from the 
siw. 

Seventhly, Mr Hildersham, of worthy 
memory, in his thirty-fourth lecture upon 
Psal. li., draweth an argument from David's 
example for the public confession of a scan- 
dalous sin before the church. He made, saith 
he, public confession of his sin to the congre- 
gation, and church of God, for we see in the 
title of this psalm, 1. That be committed 
this psalm (that containeth the acknow- 
ledgment of his sin, and profession of his 
repentance) to the chief musician to be pnb- 
lisned in the sanctuary and temple ; 2. That 
in this publication of his repentance he 
hideth not from the church his sin, nor 
cloaketh it at all, but expresseth in particu- 
lar the special sin, &c. Add hereunto, this 
public confession was made after ministerial 
conviction by Nathan, who did convince 
David of the greatness of that scandalous 
sin, in which he had then continued impeni- 
tent near a year or thereabout. The doc- 
trine which Mr Hildersham draweth from 
David's example is this, " That they whose 
sins God hath detected and brought to light, 
whose sins are public and notorious, scandal- 
ous and offensive to the congregations where 
they live, ought to be willing to confess their 
sins publicly, to make their repentance as 
public and notorious as their sm is." He 
addeth in his explanation, '* When they shall 
be required to do it by the discipline of the 
church." Mark one of his appHcations 
(which is the subject of the thirty-seventh 
lecture) : " The second sort that are to be 
reproved by this doctrine, are such as having 
authority to enjoin public repentance to scan- 
dalous sinners, for the satisfying of the con- 
gregation, when they are detected and pre- 
sented unto them, refuse or neglect to do 
it." And here he complaineth, that the 
public acknowledgment of scandalous sins 
was grown out of use, and that though it 
was ordered by authority, yet it was not put 
in execution. " The canons of our church 
(saith he, can. 26), straitly charge every 
minister, that he shall not in any unse admit 
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to the commanion any of his flock which be 
openly known to live in sin notorious with- 
out repentance. And The Book of Comr 
f¥ion Prayer, in the rubric before the com- 
munion, oommandeth, that if any be an open 
and notorious evil liver, so that the congre- 
gation by him is offended, the minister shall 
call him, and advertise him in anywise not 
to presume to the Lord's table till he hath 
openly declared himself to have truly re- 
pented, that the congregation may thereby 
be satisfled, which were afore offended. So 
that you may see the laws and discipline of 
our church require that open and scanda- 
lous sinners should do open and public re- 
pentance, yea, give power to the minister to 
repel and keep back such from the com- 
munion that refuse to do it.'* Where it 
may be observed by the way, that the power 
of elderships for suspending Scandalous per- 
sons (not excommunicated) from the sacra- 
ment, now so much contended against by 
Mr Prynne, is but the same power which 
was granted by authority to the ministry 
even in the prelatical times; and he hath 
upon the matter endeavoured to bring the 
conscienoes of a whole eldership into a 
greater servitude under this present refor- 
mation, than the o(mscience of a single min- 
ister was formerly brou^rt under by law in 
this pajrticular. 

Eighthly, Mr Hildersham, ibid. lect. 34, 
argueth not only d pari but d fortiori. If a 
necessity of satisfying an offended brother, 
hov^ much more a necessity of satisfying an 
offended church, which wiU equally bold 
both for the Old and New Testament? His 
o?ra words are very well worth the tran- 
«cribing : " This is evident by those two 
laws. Lev. vi. 5, 6, and Num. v. 6, 8, where 
God plainly taught his people, that their 
trespass-offering which they brought to him 
to seek pardon of any sin whereby they had 
wronged any man, should not be accepted 
till they had first made satis^ustion to the 
party to whom tibe wrong was done. And, 
lest we should think those laws concerned 
tlM Jews <»dy, our Saviour himself giveth 
this in diaa^e. Matt. v. 23, 24, 'If thou 
bnngest thy gii% to ihe altadr, and there re- 
membereet mat thy lurotber hath ought 
against ithee, leave mere \kj gift before the 
amr, and go thy way, first be reconciled to 
thy brother, and then come and offer thy 
gift.' And if there be such necessity of 
making satisiaction to any one brother that 
hath ought against us, before we can get 



assurance of our reconciliation with God, 
what necessity is there of making satisfaction 
to a whole church and congregation, that we 
have given just cause of offence unto. In 
this case it is not sufficient to approve our 
repentance and truth of heart to God ; we 
must be willing also and desirous to approve 
it to the congregation and church oi God, 
that we may say as the two tribes and half 
said. Josh. xxii. * The Lord God of gods he 
knoweth, and Israel he shall know.'" Thus 
Mr Hildersham. 



CHAPTER IX. 

WHETHER IN THE JEWISH CHURCH THERE 
WAS ANY SUSPENSION OR EXCLUSION OF 
PROFANE, SCANDALOUS, NOTORIOUS SIN- 
NERS, FROM PARTAKING IN THE PUBLIC 
ORDINANCES WITH THE REST OF THE CHIL- 
DREN OF ISRAEL IN THE TEMPLE. 

Erastus and his followers hold, that among 
the Jews none were excluded from any pub- 
lic ordinance in the temple for moral un- 
deanness, that is, for a profane scandalous 
conversation, but only for legal or ceremo- 
nial undeanness. The like Mr Prynne 
saith of the passover; and, of the temple, 
he holds that even those who were, for 
their offences^ cast out of the synagogues, 
were yet free to come, and did come, to 
the temple. I shall particularly make an- 
swer botii to Erastus and to Mr Prynne in 
this point, when they shall fall in my way 
afterward. I shall here, more generally, 
endeavour to rectify their great mistake, 
and to prove an exclusion from the temple 
and public ordinances, for public and scan- 
dalous offences in life and conversation, or 
for moral as well as ceremonial uncleanness. 

First, I shall prove it ex ore duorum 
from the testimonies of two of the most 
famous witnesses of the Jews themselves, 
Philo and Josephus. Philo, lib. de Victimas 
Offer entibuSy^ is so ftiH and plain, as if he 



1 Offerenti yictimas lex prsecipit, nt purus fiat 
corpore ac animo. Et infra. Necessum est igitnr 
adituros templam sacrorum gratia, et corpore 
nitidos esse, et multo magis anima, etc. Nam Teri 
Dei templum non patet prophanis sacrificiis. T« 

ya^ reiv ovrett SvT»t it^iv mui^Mg &Car»f ifiuruug.) 
EtpoBt, An dabium est, neqne legem quicqnam ab 
InjastiB, neqae solem a tenebris accipere ? Et ver- 
8U8 Jinem* Cssteram quia societatem ikumanita- 

F 
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had purposely written that book to record 
the exclusion of scandalous persons from 
communion with the church of Israel in 
the temple. He presseth all along the 
necessity of holiness and purity in those who 
bring sacrifices, and tells us that their law 
did exclude from their holy assemblies mere- 
tricious persons, despisers of God, and all 
that were known to be impious and pro- 
fane, as well as those who were legally un- 
clean. 

The same thing may be confirmed out of 
Josephus,^ who records that one Simon, a 
doctor of the law, did, in the absence of 
king Agrippa, accuse him to the people as 
an impure unworthy man, who ought not to 
be suffered to enter into the temple. Jose- 

Ehus gives a good testimony to Agrippa, that 
e was unjustly accused. Agrippa himself 
sends for Simon, and asks him what he had 
ever done, which deserved such an accusa- 
tion. But neither Agrippa himself, nor 
Josephus, saith one syllable to this purpose, 
that the excluding or a man from tlie tem- 
ple for profaneness and impiety was a new 
arbitrary censure, contrary to the law or 
custom of the Jews, which (no doubt) they 
had done, if tiiere had been any ground for 
them to say so. Their very pleading of in- 
nocency, and no more, tacitly confirmeth 
that, if guilty, it had been just to exclude 

temqne (M/Mt/af 2i\ »«) ^tXav^^»nttett) maxime 
docet lex nostra, utrique virtuti honorem habet 
meritmn, Deminem deplorare malum ad eas admit- 
tens, sed qnam longissime in rem malam ablegans. 
Cam igitnr sciret concionibus (ly rous ixxXn^ieuf) 
admisceri mnltos improbos, quod Be posse in turba 
latere autument, ut id caveret in posterum, omnes 
indignos a sacro castu edicto prohibint {%r^o»ni^u 
irHrrut tout kwJ^wf U^ov grvXXeyov)^ incipieus a se- 
miviris obscseno morbo laborantibus, qui natures 
monetam adulterantes, in impndicatuQi mnlierum 
affectum et formam sponte degenerant. Spadones 
item et castratos arcet, etc. Fariter repellit non 
tantum scorta, sed et natos e prostitutis, contactos 
mater no dedecore propter natales adnlterinos, etc. 
Alii Tero quasi contendant bos in impietatis stadio 
post se relinquere, addnnt amplius, nt non solum 
ideas, sed et deum esse negent. Et post, Proinde 
omnes hi merito pelluntur a sacris caetibus {^ti 

ir&rrat h»or»ft U^w, ^uXXiyou XXautu)* 

1 Antiq., lib. 19, cap. 7, Libenter et continuo dege- 
bat (Agrippa) Hierosolymis, institutornm ac rituum 
patrisB senrator religiosissimns, purus enim erat a 
contaminamentis omnibus, nee ulla dies ei prseteri- 
bat absque sacrificio. Accidit aliquando ut quidam 
Hierosolymita legis peritus, nomine Simon, advo- 
cata condone, per regis absentiam, agentis tum Cse- 
sarsB, criminaretur ilium ut impurum et arcendura 
templi aditu, quod non nisi dignis pateat Id nbi 
prsfectus urbis ilU significavit per literas, confes- 
tim accersivit hominem, etc. Die mihi inquit, quid 
tibi non probatnr ex his quaa facimus. 



from the temple. Again, de Bella Jud. 
lib. 4, cap. 5, Josephus records that Ananias, 
the high priest (whom, cap. 7, he highly 
commends for good government), had an 
oration to the Jews against the f ijXwrac, the 
zealots, who, under colour of that name 
which they took to themselves, committed a 
great deal of injustice and violence. He 
said with tears, " I had rather die than see 
the house of God filled rooovToit Ayetn with 
Buch crimes (or criminal persons), xal ra« 
<!il^arovs kqI hyias \wpas ttotjl ^taifoywy, 
<TTet>o\b}povfiivati and the forbidden and 
holy places to be haunted and trode with 
the feet of those who are polluted with mur- 
ders," — speaking of those zealots. What can 
be more plain? to &yos, a piacular crime, 
was a cause of keeping back from the tem- 
ple (even as also among the heathens, some 
were for piacular crimes interdicted the 
sacrifices) ; /icai^oWo, blood-guiltiness, de- 
filement by murder, was also a cause of ex- 
clusion from the temple, and to such the tem- 
?le was a place inaccessible and forbidden, 
add a testimony of J. Scaliger, Elench. 
Trihceres.Nic. Terar,, cap. 28, where, speak- 
ing of those EsssBans who did not observe 
the Mosaical rites, he saith, Itaque non 
mirum, si tanquam ilaye'u et piaculares 
aditu templi prohibebantur. The like 
Constantinus L'Empereur, Annot. in Cod, 
Middoth, p. 44, proves from another pas- 
sage in Josephus : Viri autem qui non per 
omnia casti essent ab interiori aula pro- 
hibebantur. Where L'Empreur add'eth. 
In spacii descripti partem tnteriorem non 
admittebant quoque hoereticum^ which, he 
saith, may be proved out of the Talmud. 
Quis enim dicat (saith Hen. Vorstius, Ani- 
mad, in Pirke, p. 169) apostatam^ blasphe^ 
mum, aliaque sacra capita intra templum 
fuisse admissa. Of the exclusion of excom- 
municate persons I have before spoken, fol- 
lowing their opinion who hold, that such as 
were excommunicate by the lesser excommu- 
nication, or niddui, had liberty to come into 
the temple, yet so that they were to enter 
in at the gate of the mourners, and were not 
seen in the temple but as penitents; but 
such as were excommunicated by the greater 
excommunication, or ckerem, were not suf- 
fered to come into the temple, nor so much 
as into any assembly of ten men ; and they 
might neither teach nor be taught. Grotius 
holds that such as were excommunicated by 
niddui, or the lesser excommunication, had 
power to come to the temple, but no other- 



DIVINE ORDINAXCB OP CHURCH GOVERNMENT VINDICATED. 



43 



wise than heathens, and that they might 
not come into the court of Israel ;^ which is 
an answer to Mr Prynne's objection, that 
such as were cast out of the synagogue came 
to the temple. 

There are but two places in the New Tes- 
tament which seem at first to make much 
against that which I have said. One is, 
Luke xviii., concerning the Publican's going 
up to the temple to pray as well as the Pha- 
risee ; the other is John viii., concerning the 
woman taken in adultery, whom they brought 
before Christ in the temple. I remember 
Erastus objecteth them both.^ 

To the first I answer, It rather confirm- 
eth than confuteth what I have said; for 
1. The text saith, ver. 13, " The Publican 
stood afar off," the Pharisee not so. Gro- 
tins upon the place, ver. 11, noteth, that the 
Pharisee's fault was not in this particular, 
that he came farther into the temple than 
the Publican ;3 for the custom was such, that 
the Publicans were to stand in the court of 
the Gentiles, the Pharisees in the court of 
Israel. Gamer. My roth, in Luke xviii., is 
also of opinion that the Publican stood in 
the court of the Gentiles, or in that first 
court into which Josephus, lib. 2, contra Ap- 
pion.y saith, that all, even heathens, might 
come. 2. And though our opposites could 
prove that the Publican came mto the court 
of Israel (which they never will be able to 
do), yet tnis place helps them not at all, un- 
less they can prove that this was a scandal- 
ous and profane Publican. It is certain that 
divers of the Publicans were religious and 
devout men, and that this was one of them, 
we may more than conjecturally know, by 
the Pharisee's own words; for when he hath 
thanked God that he is not as other men, 
adulterers, uniust, extortioners, he addeth 
with a disjunction, or even as this Publican ; 
thus preferring himself not only to the infa- 
mous and scandalous Publicans, but even to 
this devout Publican. More of this place 
afterward, in the debate of Matt, xviii. 

To the other objection from John viii. 2, 3, 

1 Annot. in Luke vi. 22. Qui hac nota (minoris 
it^t^fMu siTO niddui^ iausti erant, stante tempio, 
accedebant ad templum, ut ex Hebraeis vir doctua 
notaTit : sed baud dubie consistebant extra riv n^/- 
C»r0f qui distiuguebat Uuxtivt ab Israelitis. Nam «/ 
»^»(i^fUfM interhn UuxHf loco habebautnr. 

' Oonfirm. Thee., lib. 1, cap. 2, p. 99, and elsewhere. 

8 Nam mos id ferebat ut Pablicani in atrio Genti- 
linm, Pharisasi in atrio Israelitarum starent, nee 
quicquam in eo erat insolitum aut Pharisaeo impu- 
tandom. 



where it is said that the Pharisees brought 
a woman taken in adultery into the temple, 
and set her before Christ, First, I answer 
with Constantinus L'Empereur,^ Annot, in 
Cod, Middoth, cap. 2, p, 46, By the temple 
in that place we are to understand the inter^ 
murale, the outer court, or court of the Gen- 
tiles, which wafi without the court of Israel, 
which outer court (saith he) both the evange- 
lists and Josephus call by the name of tepov 
the temple; yea, the whole mountain of 
the temple, even comprehending that part 
of it which was without the intermurale^ 
had the name of the temple, as Mr Selden 
noteth, de Jure Nat, et Genty lib. 3, cap. 
6, p. 298 ; and lib. 4, cap. 5, he expounds 
that of the money-changers in the temple^ 
to be meant of the court of the Gentiles. 
This answer doth the better agree to John 
viii., because ver. 2 tells us, it was in the 

5 lace where " all the people came unto 
esus, and he taught them." Now it is 
certain that both Christ and his apostles did 
often teach the people in the court of the 
Gentiles, and in Solomon's porch, which 
was without the court of Israel, in the inter* 
murale, that all might have the better occa- 
sion of hearing the gospel, even they who 
were not permitted to enter into the court 
of Israel. Wherefore, since the text tells 
us, that when the Pharisees brought the 
woman to Christ, he was teaching m such 
a place, where all the people had access 
to hear him, this agreeth better to the 
intermurale than to the court of Israel. 
Secondly, I answer. That woman did not 
come as a privileged person, free to come 
and worship in the court of Israel with the 
church of Israel ; but she is brought as an 
accused person, that, in the most public and 
shameful manner, she might be sentenced 
and condemned, and made vile before all 
the people ; so that it was in her pcena non 
privilegium. The sanhedrim also did sit in 
the temple,^ so that such as were to be exa- 
mined and judged, must be brought to that 
place where the sanhedrim was, which sat 
in that part of the temple that was called 
Gazith. This might be the occasion of 
bringing some to the temple as parties to be 

1 Sane cum serrator in templo docuisse, cap. 8. 
Joh. legitur, quo mulierem depraehensam Pharissei 
ipsi adduxerunt ; alium locum praeter hunc qui erat 
extra atria, designati credere nequeo : quandoqui- 
dem e Josepho obseryatum jam suit, impnris atria 
adire fas non fuisse. 

3 P. Cuneus de Repnb. Hebr., lib. 1, cap. 12. Con- 
cilii magni sedes insipso Sanctuario fuit. 
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judged, who were not admitted to the ordi- 
nances of worship in the court of Israel, even 
as the prohibition of reading atheistical or 
heretical books, Sank, c. 11, sect. 1, was not 
violated by the council's reading or searching 
of them for a judicial trial* and examination ; 
as is rightly obserred bj Dionysius Vossius, 
Annot in Maimon, de Idol. p. 25. 

And now, having taken off the two prin- 
cipal objections, we shall take notice of such 
scriptures as either directly, or at least by 
consequence, prove that notorious and scan- 
dalous sinners were not admitted into the 
temple or to partake in the ordinances. 

1. Grod reproveth not only the brinirinfi: 
of Btrangen into his sanctuLy, who weil 
uncircumcised in the flesh, but the bring- 
ing of those who were uncircumcised m 
heart, that is, known to be such ; for de see- 
retis non judicat ecdesia^ Ezek. xliv. 7) 9, 
such ouffht not to have had fellowship in the 
holy thmgs. " No stranger, uncircumcised 
in fleshy shall enter into my sanctuary, of 
any stranger that is among the children of 
Israel." It is a law concerning proselt^tus 
damicUiif proselytes who, having renounced 
idolatry, and professing to observe the seven 
precepts given to the sons of Noah, were 
thereupon permitted to dwell and converse 
among the children of Israel (of which more 
elsewhere). Such a one ought not to be 
admitted into the sanctuary, or place of the 
holy assemblies, there to partake in all the 
ordinances with the church, unless he be 
both circumcised in flesh, and also in regard 
of his profession and practice, a visible saint, 
or one supposed to be circumcised in heart. 
The disjunction nor tells us, that if he were 
either uncircumcised in flesh, or known to 
be uncircumcised in heart, God did not allow 
him to be admitted to communion with the 
children of Israel in all public ordinances. 

2. There is a law, Deut. xxiii. 18, forbid- 
ding to bring the hire of a whore into the 
house of the Lord ; and that, because it was 
the price of a whore, how much more was 
it contrary to the will of God, that the 
whore herself, being known to be such, 
should be brought to the house of the Lord ? 
For propter quod unumquoque est tale^ 
id ipsum est magis tale. This argument 

is hmted by Philo the Jew.^ 



1 De Monarebia, lib. 2, Froinde recte honeste que 
Teiitnm est alicnbi, ne merces meretricis inferatar 
in Bacrarinm. Atqui nummi per se carent crimine, 
Bed qnn boB aocepit nna cam Bno qasBsta est abo- 
minabillB. 



3. The Lord sharply contendeth with 
those who did steal, murder, and commit 
adultery, and swear falsely, and bum in- 
cense to Baal, and yet presumed to come 
and stand before him m his own house. 
'^ Is this house, which is called bv my name, 
saith the Lord, become a den of robbers in 
your eyes ?" Jer. vii. 9 — 11. A den of rob- 
bers is the place which receives robbers ; and 
(saith Vatablus upon the place) as robbers, 
after their robbing, come to then: den, so do 
these, even after their st/ealmg, murdering, 
&c., come to the temple. To the same pur- 
pose is that challenge, Ezek. xxiii. 38, 39, 
*' Moreover this they have done unto me, 
they have defiled my sanctuary in the same 
day, and have profaned my Sabbaths. For 
when they haa slain their children to their 
idols, then they came the same day into my 
sanctuary to profane it." But (rod would 
not have the temple to be a receptacle for 
such. When Christ applieth that scripture, 
Jer. vii., against those who bou^t and sold 
in the temple, Matt. xxi. 12, 13, he makes 
it clear that the temple was made a den of 
robbers, not only as it was made a place of 
sain, or a den where the robber's prey lies, 
but even as it was a receptacle of the robbers 
or thieves themselves; therefore ho is not 
contented with the overthrowing of the tables 
of money-changers, and the seats of them 
that sold doves, but he did also '* cast out all 
them that sold and bought in the temple ;" 
that is, he would neither suffer such things 
nor such persons in the temple; yea, thougn 
it was only in the utmost court, or the court 
of the Gentiles, as Grotius and Mr Selden 
think, how much less would he have suffered 
such persons in the comi; of Israel ? Philo 
the Jew doth also apply what is said in the 
prophets, of Grod's hating the sacrifices of 
the wicked, even to the excluding of profane 
men from the temple.^ Mr Selden, de Jure 
Nat, et Gent.y lib. 4, cap. 5, doth so explain 
that casting out of the buyers and sellers out 
of the temple that the argument in hand is 
not a little strengthened wereby. He saith 
truly, that those who were cast out had pol- 
luted and pro&ned that holy place, ideo et 
ipsij ut qui turn criminis ahorum parti* 
cipeSf turn suo infames pariter^ sie tem- 
plum seu montis templi tocum ilium ipsis 



^ Lib. de VictimaB offerentibos. Nam veri Dei 
templttm non pater profanis Bacrificiis. Tali ho- 
mini dicerem, oobone, non gaudet Dens ccnteuis 
bonm TicUmiB, etc. ; mavult pias mentes, etc. 
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permissum profanabant^ ejiciendL He 
holdeth ak> that this which Chrifit did 
was done ea? jure patrio, to wit, ex zelo* 
tarum jure; and that else it had been 
challenged by the priests and scribes if it 
had been contrary to the law or custom. 
Zealots, that is, private persons zealously 
affected, were permitted to scourge, wound, 
yea, kill, such as they saw publicfy commit- 
ting atrocious wickedness, by which the holi- 
ness, either of the name of Grod, or of the 
temple, or of the nation of the Jews, was 
violated. So Mr Selden showeth out of the 
Talmudists, ibid, cap. 4. Now (saith he) 
zelotarum jure^ our Saviour, though a pri- 
vate person (for so he was looked upon by 
the priests and scribes^ did scourge and cast 
out the buyers and sellers. If so, then cer- 
tainly such* wicked and abominable persons 
were not allowed to come to the temple ; 
and if they did, they ought to have been 
judicially, and by authority, cast out; for 
that which was permitted to private per- 
sons, in the executing of justice or inflicting 
of punishment, out' of their zeal to the glory 
of Grod, was much more incumbent to such 
as had authority in their hands for correct- 
ing and removing the profanation of the 
temple in an authoritative, judicial, and 
orderly way. 

4. The Levites had a charge to let none 
that were unclean in any thing enter into 
the temple, 2 Chron. xxiii. 19. Now, this 
is like that, 1 Cor. v. 11, " with such an one 
no not to eat :" an argument from the de- 
nial of that which is less, to the denial of 
that which is more. So here it was a neces- 
sary consequence, if those that were ceremo- 
nially unclean were to be excluded from the 
temple, much more those who were morally 
or impiously unclean. For, 1. The legal 
uncleanness did signify the sinful unclean- 
ness ; and the exclusson of those that were 
known to be legally unclean from the temple, 
did signify the excluding of those who were 
known to be grossly and notoriously unclean, 
in their life and conversation, which shall be 
abundantly confirmed afterwards. Therefore 
Bertramus de JRep» Ebr,^ cap. 7, saith 
rightly, that the Levites had a charge to 
keep from the temple the unclean, aut 
etiam alio quovis modo indignos, or those 
also who were any otherwise unworthy. 
2. Godwin, in his Moses and Aaron, lib. 
5, cap. 2, makes a comparison between the 
three degrees of the Jewish excommuni- 
cation and the three degrees of excluding 



the unclean, Num, v. 2, which parallel if 
we please to make, then as for any of the 
three sorts of uncleanness, the touch of the 
dead, issue, or leprosy, a man was excluded 
from the camp of God or the sanctuary ; so 
it will follow that even those who were cast 
out by the nidduiy or lowest degree of ex- 
commimication, were for a time suspended 
from communion with the church m the 
ordinances. 3. The Levites were appointed 
to put a difference not only between the 
clean and the unclean, but between the holy 
and unholy. Lev. x. 10; or between the 
holy and profane, Ezek. xxii. 26 ; xliv. 23. 
By clean and unclean, I understand per- 
sons or things that were ceremonially such ; 
by AoZy and profane, persons that were 
morally such. 

5. I prove the same point from Psal. 
cxviii. 19, 20, " Open to me the gates of 
righteousness : I will go into them and I will 
praise the Lord. 1ms gate of the Lord 
into which the righteous snail enter." The 
Chaldee saith, ''The gate of the house of 
the sanctuary of the Lord." The gates of 
God's sanctuary are called '' gates of right- 
eousness," saith Ainsworth on the ' place, 
"because only the just and clean might 
enter into them." We read also that it was 
written over the gates of some of the Jew- 
ish synagogues, " This is the gate of the 
Lord, into which the righteous shall enter." 
Yatablus upon this place thinks that David 
speaks by way of antithesis to the former 
pollution of the sanctuary by Saul and other 
wicked persons, who, by coming to the house 
of God, had made it a den of thieves.^ But 
now the righteous shall enter in it. The 
righteous, '' for to such (saith Diodati), and 
not to profane persons, it belongeth to enter 
in there." 

6. The same thing may be proved from 
Psal. XV. 1, " Lora, who shall abide in 
thy tabernacle ? who shall dwell in thy holy 
hill ? He that walketh uprightly, and work- 
eth righteousness," &c. 1 know the chief 
intendment of G<)d in this place is to de- 
scribe such a one as is a true member of the 
church invisible, and shall enter into the 



1 Haec porta, etc. t.«. Dens hoc templnm sibi 
dicari voluit, hie est sanctuarium ejus : dtebet pu- 
rnm esse ab omnibus sordibns, qnemadmodnm etiam 
lex severe jubet. Antehac impuri et scelerati (qnales 
Saul, et alii omnes impii qui primas tenebant, ita 
nt nemo non putasset ipsorum esse templnm) cor- 
ruperant hoc templun. Non fuit igitur tarn domi> 
cilium ipsius Dei, quam latronum caverna. 
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heavenly Jerusalem. But certainly there 
is an allusion to the sanctuary and the holy 
hill thereof in Jerusalem, as to the type of 
that which is spiritual and eternal, which 
Jansenius upon the place noteth ; and the 
prophet here teacheth the people so to look 
upon those offences from which men were 
excluded from the sanctuary, as to learn 
what kind of persons are true members of 
the church, and who not ; who shall be al- 
lowed to communicate in all the ordinances 
of the New Testament, and who not ; who 
shall be received into everlasting life, and 
who not : and thus, by the type, he holds 
forth the thing typified. Gesnerus upon 
the place, thin& that communion with the 
church in this world is meant in the first 
words, "Lord, who shall sojourn (so the 
word is, jaguvj in the Hebrew, nnpoiKijaei in 
the Greek) in thy tabernacle" (the name of 
tabernacle fitly expressing the moveable and 
military estate of the church in this world) ; 
and that reception into the church trium- 
phant is meant in the following words, " Who 
shall dwell in thy holy hill 1^ which noteth 
a permanent and durable estate. The Chal- 
dee Paraphrase expoundeth the whole of such 
as were thought worthy to be admitted into 
the house of the Lord thus, " Lord, who is 
worthy to abide in thy tabernacle, and who 
shall be worthy to sojourn in the mountain 
of the house of thy holiness ?" So Psal. 
xxiv. 3, the Chaldee readeth thus, " Who 
shall be worthy to ascend unto the mountain 
of the house of the sanctuary of the Lord ?" 
So that the thing alluded unto in both these 
places is, that the priests and Levites did 
admit none to the sanctuary but such as had 
the marks or characters there enumerated, 
so far as men can judge of these marks, 
that is, so far as they are external and dis- 
cernible. 

7. The same thing seemeth also to be al- 
luded unto, Psal. 1. 16, " Unto the wicked 
(the Chaldee adds, that repenteth not and 
prayeth in his transgression) Grod saith, 
What hast thou to do to declare my sta- 
tutes, or that thou shouldst take my cove- 
nant in thy mouth." It is spoken to a 
scandalous profane man, ver. 18 — 20, who 
yet will needs take upon him a form of god- 
liness. Where Philo the Jew speaks of him 
that blasphemed the name of the Lord,^ he 



1 Lib. 3, de Vita Mosis : quern ne honoris quidem 
gratia fos est nominari ab omnibus, sed a solis op- 
timis et purificatis hominibus. 



addeth, that it was not lawful for all men to 
name the name of God ; no, not for honour 
or religion's sake, but only for good and holy 
men. And this gives me occasion to add 
in conclusion a farther confirmation out of 
the Hebrew doctors. They held, that an 
Israelite turning an heretic (that is, deny- 
ing any of their thirteen fundamental arti- 
cles) was to be as an heathen man ; and did 
therefore permit a Jew to lend to him upon 
usury, even as to an heathen. Mr Selden, 
de Jure Nat, et Gent,, lib. 6, cap. 10. 
They held that such a one (an heretical Is- 
raelite) had no communion with the church 
of Israel, see Tzemach David, translated by 
Hen. Vorstius, p. 67 ; Abrabanel, de Capite 
Fidei, cap 3, dub. 5 ; et t6., cap. 6. Tney 
esteemed an heretical Jew more hereticsJ 
than a Christian, and did excommunicate 
him even summarily, and without previous 
admonition. See Buxtorff, Lexic. Chald, 
Talm, et Babhin,, p. 195. Moses Maimo- 
nides, de Fundam. Legis,, cap. 6, sect. 
10, tells us, that if an Epicurean Israelite 
had written a copy of the book of the law, 
it was to be burnt, with the name of that 
Epicurean wretch, because he had not done 
it holily, nor in the name of God. They 
who did imagine the Scripture itself to be 
polluted and pro&ned when it came through 
the hands of an Epicurean or heretical Isra- 
elite, no doubt thev thought the temple pol- 
luted and profaned, if such a one should be 
suffered to come and worship in it: from all 
which it appeareth how mucn reason L'Em- 
pereur had to say, that they did not admit 
an heretic into the inner part of the inter- 
murale, or that part of the temple which 
divided between the Israelites and heathens. 
If any man shall ask what I mean to infer 
from all this : Must all profane persons be 
kept back from our churches and public as- 
semblies, and so from hearing the word ? I 
answer, God forbid. The analogy which I 
understand is to hold between the Jewish 
and Christian church is this: As profane 
persons were forbidden to enter into the 
temple, because of the sacramental and ty- 
pical holiness thereof (for the temple was a 
type of Christ), so profane persons are now 
much more to be kept back from the sacra- 
ment of the Lord's supper, which hath more 
of sacramental signihcation, mystery, and 
holiness in it, than the temple of Jerusalem 
had, and whereby more ample evangelical 
promises are set forth and sealed unto us. 
And as profane persons might of old come 
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into the court of the Grentiles, and there 
hear the word preached in Solomon's porch 
(where both Christ and his apostles did 
preach, John x. 23 ; Acts iii. 11 ; Acts v. 
12, which porch was in the utmost court, 
that is, the court of the Gentiles, of which 
elsewhere out of Josephus), but might not 
come into the court of Israel, nor have com- 
munion in the sacrifices; so profane obsti- 
nate sinners are to be excluded for their 
impiety from the church communion of 
saints, though they may hear the word, as 
heathens also may do. Now, that the tem- 
ple of Jerusalem had a typical sacramental 
resemblance of Christ, may appear plainly 
in divers particulars: 1. As the glory of 
the Lord dwelt in the temple within the 
oracle, above the ark and the mercy-seat, 
and at the dedication of the temple, the 
cloud of the glory of the Lord did visibly 
fill the whole house ; so, in Christ, the ful- 
ness of the godhead dwells bodily, as the 
Apostle speaks. 2. As the great God, whom 
the heaven of heavens cannot contain, was 
yet pleased to dwell on earth, by putting 
his name in that place ; so notwithstanding 
of the infinite distance between God and 
man, yet they are brought near each to 
other, to have fellowship together in Jesus 
Christ. 3. God revealed his will that he 
would accept no sacrifices from his people, 
but in the temple only, afler it was built ; 
so God hath revealed his will, that our spi- 
ritual sacrifices cannot be acceptable to him 
except in Jesus Christ only. 4. The peo- 
ple of God were bound to set their faces 
toward the temple of Jerusalem when tliey 
prayed, 1 Kings viii. 30, 48 ; Dan. vi. 10, 
so are we bound in prayer to look toward 
Jesus Christ with an eye of faith. 5. As 
there was an ample promise of God to hear 
the prayers which snould be made in that 
place, 2 Chron. vii. 15, 16, so hath God pro- 
mised to hear us and accept us, if we seek 
unto him in and through Jesus Christ. 6. 
God said of the temple, '* Mine eyes and 
mine heart shall be there perpetually," 2 
Chron. vi. 16 ; so he said of Christ, " This 
is my well-beloved Son, in whom I am well 
pleased." 7. There was but one temple ; so 
but " one Mediator between God and man, 
the man Jesus Christ," saith Paul. 8. As 
the temple was appointed to be a house of 
prayer for all nations, Isa. Ivi. 7, and the 
stranger, as well as the Israelite, might 
come and pray in it, 2 Chron. vi. 32; so 
Christ is a propitiation, not for the Jews 



only, but for the Gentiles ; and whosoever 
believes on him (Jew or Gentile] shall not 
be confounded. 9. " Because oi thy tem- 
ple at Jerusalem shall kings bring presents 
unto thee," saith the prophet, Psal. Ixviii. 
29; so because of Jesus Christ (who hath 
got a name above every name, and hath 
received all power in heaven and earth) 
shall kings submit themselves and bow the 
knee. 10. Glorious things were spoken of 
Jerusalem, the citv of God, but the temple 
was the glory of Jerusalem; so glorious 
things are spoken of the church, but Christ 
is the churcn's glory. Other like considera- 
tions might be ^ded, but these may suffice. 



CHAPTER X. 

A DEBATE WITH MR PRTNNE, CONCEBinNa 
THE EXCLUSION OF PROFANE, SCANDALOUS 
PERSONS FROM THE PASSOVER. 

That which Mr Prynne in his Vindica- 
tion^ p. 15, 16, pleadeth for his opinion from 
the law of the passover, may be (as I con- 
ceive) with no gi'eat difficulty answered, and 
I shall do it very shortly (being to insist 
further in answering Erastus, who said much 
more for that point which deserveth an an- 
swer). First, in answer to our argument 
from the keeping back of the unclean, Num. 
ix., he saith, " That all circumcised persons 
whatsoever had a right to eat the passover, 
&c., being bound to eat the passover in its 
season, except in cases of necessity, disability, 
by reason of a journey, or of legal unclean- 
ness only, not spiritual, as is clear by Exod. 
xii. 3, 43 — 60 ; Num. ix. 1 — 15 ; Deut. 
xvi. 16, 17 ; Ezra vi. 19—21 ; 2 Kings 
xxiii. 21, 22 ; 2 Chron. xxxv. 6, 7, 13, 17, 
18, where we read that all the people and 
all the males that were present received the 
passover, not one of them being excluded 
from eating it." 

Ans, 1. If it was so, doth not this make 
as much against himself as against us, imless 
he will say, that the analogy must hold so 
far, that all baptized persons whatsoever, 
none excepted (if it be not in cases of ne- 
cessity or disability), how scandalous, im- 
penitent, and obstinate soever they be, 
ought to be admitted to the Lord's table ? 
So there shall be no excommunication at all 
(which yet himself granteth) ; for if any 
baptized person (though such as Mr Prynne 
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himself would have to be excommunicated) 
shall be shut out from the church, and from 
all public ordinances, and so from the Lord's 
supper, because of his obstinacy and conti- 
nuance in some foul scandal, after previous 
admonitions in so doing, we shall, by his 
principles, do contrary to the law of the 
passover in the point of analogy. 2. The 
texts cited by him prove that men were de- 
barred for legal uncleanness, but there is not 
one of them whidi wiU prove that men were 
debarred only for legal uncleanness, and no 
man for moral uncleanness. Yea, one of 
those texts, Ezra vi. 21, tells us, that those 
who were admitted to tJie passover were such 
*^ as had separated themselves i^m the fil- 
thiness of tne hea&en of the land, to seek 
the Lord God of Israel." That moral un- 
cleanness, I mean, known profaneness or 
scandalous sins, did render men incapable of 
eating the passover, I shall prove anon by 
divers arguments, unto which I remit Mr 
Prynne. 

That which he objecteth from 1 Cor. x. 
I am to answer also distinctly by itself. His 
second reply is, " That those who were le- 
gally uncban at the day appointed for the 
passover, so as they coidd not then receive 
it, were yet peremptorily enjoined to eat it 
the fourteenth day of the second month, &c., 
Num. ix. 11, 12, he must not be suspended 
from it above one month." 

Ans, The scripture cited proves no such 
thing, except upon supposition that they be 
olean the fourteenth day of the following 
month. And what if any of them were in 
the second month also unclean by the touch 
of a dead body or otherwise ? Were they not 
kept off in the second month, as well as in 
the first ? Is it not plainly said of the second 
passover, ver. 12 (the very place cited by 
himself), '* according to all the ordinances of 
the passover they slwill keep it ?" and one of 
those ordinances was the keeping back of the 
unclean. 

Thirdly, he saith, that he who was legaJly 
unclean was kept back neither by the priest 
nor magistrate, but by those of the same 
family, as ver. 6, 7, imports : ** And the 
true reason (saith he in his text) why his 
uncleanness did seclude him from eating the 
passover, was because it quite excluded him 
out of the camp for a time (not tabernacle 
or temple), and so, by necessary consequence, 
from the house wherein he was to eat the 
passover," &c. ; and, by like reason, it de- 
barred him from all other ordinances. 



Ans, 1. The text, Num. ix. 6, Ty tells us, 
the unclean were kept back, but by whom 
they were kept back, it tells not. That it 
was neither left free to the unclean person 
to eat of the passover, nor to the family to 
admit him, but that there was an authorita- 
tive restraint, I prove by this argument : 
He that was unclean, and before his cleans- 
ing did eat of the flesh of the peace-offer- 
ings, was cut off from among his pe<^le, 
Lev. vii. 20, 21 ; therefore he uiat in bis un- 
cleanness did eat the passover was to be cut 
off also. No man will say that there was 
any less punishment intended for the pollu- 
tion of the passover than for the pollution 
of peace-offerings. And if the unclean were 
not permitted tmder the law to eat of the 
flesh of the sacrifices, or if they did, they 
were cut off, shall not as great care be had 
to keep the body of Jesus Christ (which was 
»gnified by the flesh of the sacnnces), and 
the blood of the covenant, from bemg trod 
under foot by dogs and swine ? 

2. Neither is there any such reason in 
that text, Num. ix., as the excluding quite 
out of the camp those who were undean by a 
dead body, and so, by consequence, from the 
passover. Nay, the text rather intimateth 
that they were in the camp, for they came 
before Moses and Aaron on that day when 
the passover was kept, and said, " We are 
defiled by the dead body of a man, where- 
fore are we kept back," ver. 6, 7. I hope 
Moses and Aaron were not without the 
camp. I know the lepers and some other un- 
clean persons were put out of the camp, but 
there is not one of^the texts cited by him 
which gives the least shadow of reason to 
prove that the unclean by the dead body of 
a man were quite excluded out of the camp, 
except Num. v. 2. And if he will believe 
the Hebrew doctors, and others upon that 
place, there were three camps, the camp of 
Israel, the camp of the Levites, and the 
camp of Divine majesty. The unclean by 
the dead were free (say they) to be in thie 
first two camps, and were only excluded 
from the thirds However, it is agreed that 
some unclean persons were exduded fiK»n 

1 VataUiu in Niun. v. 2. Tria secnndnm Heb- 
rasos castra erant. Castra nempe Dei, id est ta- 
bernacnlam : castra LeTitamm, et castra Israel. 
Leprosi ab omnibus arcebantnr: impnri per flux- 
nm a primis dnobos exclndebantur. Pollntus vero 
propter cadaver solum a tabemacnlo ecclesie aroe- 
batur. Godwin, in bis Moses and Aaron, lib. 5, 
cap. 2, citetb Panlns Fagins for the same thing. See 
also Mr Weymes' Christian Synagogne, p. 136, 136. 



the sanctuary who were not excluded from 
the camp of the children of Israel, as is ob- 
served by Tostatus in Lev. xii. quest, xxi. 
Menochius in Num. v. 2, the English An- 
TWtations on Num. v. 2, and others. And 
if Mr Prynne can prove, that those unclean 
persons who were excluded from the sanc- 
tuary were not excluded from the passover, 
let him try it. That this thing may be yet 
better understood, let us observe with Tos- 
tatuSy in Lev. xxii. quest, vii., a threefold se- 
paration of the unclean under the law: some 
were separate only from the sanctuary and 
the holy things ; for he that had but touched 
a man or a woman who had an issue, or had 
touched the bed, clothes, or anything else 
which had been under him or her, was not 
permitted to come into the tabernacle till 
he was cleansed, Lev. xv. Others were se- 
parated both from the holy things and from 
the company or society of their neighbours, 
yet not cast out of the camp : for this he 
gives the case of women having issues of 
blood, who were put apart seven days, Lev. 
XV. ; and for the same space a woman after 
the birth of a male child was unclean, so far 
as to be kept apart from human society, but 
she did continue unclean three-and-thirty 
days longer as to the sanctuary and the hal- 
lowed tmngs, during which space of three- 
and-thirty days she was not separated from 
company and society as in the first seven 
days, only she was forbidden to touch any 
hallowed thing, or to come into the sanc- 
tuary. There was a third sort separated not 
only from the sanctuary and from human so- 
ciety, but also cast out of the camp; which 
was the case of lepers. I conclude, all unclean 
persons whatsoever were excluded from the 
tabernacle, Lev. xv. 31, and from eating of 
the flesh of the sacrifices. Lev. vii. 20, 21 ; 
neither might any of the sons of Aaron, hav- 
ing his undeanness upon him, eat of the holy 
thmgs, though it was his food, Lev. xxii. 2 
— 7, in which places cutting off is appointed 
to be the punishment, not for unclean per- 
sons being in the camp, but for their com- 
ing to the tabernacle, or for their eating 
of the holy things ; and accordingly it is said 
2 Chron. xxiii. 19, that Jehoiada "set the 
porters at the gates of the house of the 
Lord, that none which was unclean in 
anything should enter in." But we never 
read that none who were unclean in any- 
thing were permitted to enter in at the 
gates of Jerusalem, or to converse among 
the people. ( 



3. Whereas Mr Prynne thinks that un- 
clean persons were excluded from all ordi- 
nances, as well as from the passover : First, 
What saith he to that which Erastus holdeth, 
and (as he thinks) grounded upon Scripture, 
namely, that all unclean persons, as well as 
others, were admitted to the feast of expia- 
tion. Next, What saith he to that which is 
observed by Mr Selden and divers others, 
namely, that some unclean persons might 
come not only to the mountain of the house 
of the Lord, but might also enter into the 
intermurale. Into that utmost court the hea- 
thens might come and pray, and so might 
the Israelites that were not legally clean, 
saith Arias Montanus.^ The fourth and fifth 
answers which Mr Prynne gives, that there is 
no such warrant for keeping back scandalous 
persons from the Lord's table as there was 
for keeping back the unclean from the pass- 
over, and that suspension for legal unclean- 
ness proves not suspension for moral un- 
deanness, these, I say, do but petere prind- 
pium, and therefore to be passed over because 
he takes for granted what is in controversy. 

I shall therefore proceed to that which 
he addeth in the next place in answer to an 
argument of mine in my controversial fast 
sermon (as he miscalleth it). The argu- 
ment, as I did propound it, was this : Those 
scandalous sinners that were not admitted 
to offer a trespass-offering (which was a re- 
conciling ordinance) without confession of 
sin, and declaration of their repentance for 
the same, were much less admitted to the 
passover (which was a sealing ordinance) 
without confession of known and scandalous 
sins, if they had committed any such. But 
circumcised persons, if they were scandalous 
sinners, were not admitted to offer a tres- 
pass-offering (which was a reconciling ordi- 
nance) without confession of sin and declar- 
ation of their repentance for the same. Lev. 
Y,6,6; therefore Mr Prynne answereth, p. 
17, It is a mere non-sequitur, 1. Because 
contradicted (as he thinks) by 1 Cor. x. 
which is a contrarious argument, and I shall 
answer it in the proper place. 2. Ho saith 
that examination of the conscience, repent- 
ance, and confession, are nowhere required 
of such as did eat the passover, it being only 
a commemoration of God's mercy in passing 
over the Israelites' first-bom, when he slew 






1 De Temp. Fabric, p. 15, in quod (atrium^ ezteri, 
id est Gentes, quae Israelis nomen non profiterentur, 
conveuire ad orandum possent : et IsraelitflS etiam 
qui cssremoniall ritu pari non essent. 
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lim E^^Tptians, but there being no renuflnon 
witiioctt ecm&JHOD^ it was neeemaarj that 
thofe who came to offer a UegpsmrofienDg 
(ift fome particular ma ahould cMifeas those 
▼erj tinfy jet not to the priest^ but to God 

alone* 

Am. \, If esounination of the consdence, 
repentance and confeanon, were not required 
in thoae that did eat the paasover, and if 
there mjdit be a worthy eating of it without 
this (as he plainlj intiniateth when he fiutb, 
^ that this IS nowhere required in Scripture 
of such as did eat the passover, though all 
circtnnstances and necessaries for the worthy 
eating of it be most punctually enumerated"), 
and tt the passorer was " but only a com- 
memoration of God's infinite mercy in pass- 
ing o^er the Israelites' first-bom/' as he 
saith (which was but a temporal mercy), 
then he must needs say, either that in the 
sacrament of the passover, or confirmation 
of feith, no increase of grace, nor spiritual 
mercy was giTon, or that in that sacrament 
this grace (yea, by his principles^ conyer- 
sion and regeneration itself) was conferred 
ex opere operato. And he must either say 
the like of the Lord's supper, or otherwise 
hold that the sacraments of the New Testa- 
ment differ from those of the old, speciaUy ; 
and that the passover did not seal the same 
covenant of grace for the substance which is 
now sealed by the Lord's supper. 

2. What was the meaning of the bitter 
herbs with which the passover was com- 
manded to be eaten ? Were not the people of 
God thereby taught the neceasity of repen- 
tanoe in that verv action ? And what means 
it that at Hezekiah's passover the people 
are called to turn again unto the Lord, 2 
Chron. xxx. 6, that tne priests and the Le- 
rites were ashamed ana sanctified them- 
selves, ver. 16, and offered peace-offerings, 
and made ** confession to the Lord God of 
their fathers?" ver. 22; where I understand 
confession of sin according to the law, which 
appointed confession of sm to be made with 
the peace-offerings, which confession was 
signified by laying hands upon the head of 
the offering. Lev. iii. 2, 8, 13, compared 
with Lev. xvi. 21, and so we find repen- 
tance joined with peace-offerings, Judg. xx. 
26. Finally, read we not of^ the people's 
preparing of their heart to seek God at the 
passover, 2 Chron, xxx. 19, which as it 
could not be without repentance and ex- 
amination of their consciences, so Ilozokiali 
mentioneth it as that without which the 



neople's eating of Ihepas^ 
been m anywise accepted. 

3. That it was not a private confesskm to 
God alone, bnt a pablic poiitential ood£ss- 
non in the temple, and before the priests, 
I have he&nrefdxap, 8, made it to appear, 
both out of the text, and oat of Philo the 
Jew. This I add here : The confession of the 
sin was made in the place of offering the 
trespass-offering before the priest, at the 
laying on of hands between the horns of the 
b^ut, therefore it was not made in secret to 
God only, which doth further appear by 
the laws concerning sndi and such sacrifices, 
for such and sndi sms. Lev. v., and by the 
restitution whidi was also joined with the 
ccmfession, Num. v. 7« And it is also dear 
from the Jewish Canones PasniterUuEj cap. 
1, 2, where we find confessioa of sin to be 
made both by word of mouth and publicly 
before the congregation. 

4. Instead of nocking my argument a non- 
sequitur he makes it a clare^sequitur ; for 
the first part of it not being taken off, but 
rather granted by him, because (as he saith 
truly) without confession of sin there is no 
remission of it, hence the other part must 
needs follow; for if it was in vain so much as 
to sue for pardon in a reconciling ordinance, 
when the sin was not confessed, how much 
more had it been a taking in vain of the 
name of God, and a profaning of a sealing 
ordinance, to seal up pardon to a scandalous 
sinner who had not so much as confessed his 
scandalous nn, but continued in manifest 
impenitency. 

^ut we will try whether his third and 
last answer can relieve him. It is this^ 
'* That every particular communicant, before 
he comes to receive the sacrament, makes a 
public confession of his sins to God, with the 
rest of the congregation, and, in words at 
least, voweth newness of life for the future ; 
there being no communicant that ever I 
heard of (saith he) so desperately wicked and 
atheistical, as not to profess heartily sorrow 
for all his forepast sins, or to avow impeni- 
tent continuance in them when he came to 



1 Vide edit. Latin. Cantabr., anno 1631, p. 6. Exi- 
mia lau8 est paenitentiain agenti, nt pnblice confit- 
eatur, iniquitates suas toti csBtui indicans^ et delicta 
qu8B in proximum admiait, allls aperiens hnnc in 
modum,lleTera Peccaii in N.N. (viram nominans) 
et I18B0 et ilia feci : ecoe autem me yobis nunc con- 
vertor et me facti pasnitet. Qai yero prsB superbia 
non indicat, Bed abacondit iniquitates suas, ilU per- 
fecta non est pssnitentia. Quia dicitur^Qui abscondit 
Bcelera sua, non dirigetur. 
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the Lord's taible." Behold, what a ktitude ! 
If the vilest sinner, practically persevering 
in a scandalous sin, shall but Join with, and 
not gainsay, the public oon&ssion of the 
whole congregation (wherein the best men 
do and oaSht to join), and in words promise 
newness of life (and who will not promise to 
endeavour to Hve betterj, nay, if he have so 
much wit as not to protess or avow impeni* 
tencv, then Mr Prynne alloweth his ad« 
mission to the sacrament. But is this the 
confession that my argument did prove? 
Nothing like it. It was a particular confes- 
sion of such a sin by name; Lev. v. 6, '* And 
it shall be when he shall be guilty in one of 
these things, that he shall confess that he 
hath sinned in that thing;" and with the 
confession there was a real amendment. 
For instance, a recompensing of the tres- 
pass with the principal, and tne addition of 
a fifth part wnen the case did so require ; 
Num. V. 7, " Then they shall confess their 
sin which they have done, and he shall re- 
compense his trespass," &c. This is that my 
argument did dnve at, and it still stands 
in force to conclude that the confession of 
the particular sin which hath given public 
scandal, together with the forsaking of it 
externally and in practice, is so necessary, 
that without these the admission of a scan- 
dalous sinner is a most horrible profanation 
of the sacrament. 

But now finding the argument concerning 
the passover and legal uncleanness to have 
been more fiiUy prosecuted by Erastus than 
it is by Mr Prynne, I do resolve to trace it 
hard at the heels whithersoever it goeth. 



CHAPTER XL 

A CONFUTATION OF THE STRONGEST ARGU- 
MENTS OF ERASTUS, NAMELY, THOSE DRAWN 
FROM THE LAW OF MOSES. 

Among Erastus's {Confirm, Thes,^ lib. 1, 
cap. 3 and 4) arguments against excommu- 

1 R. Mosis Ganones FsBnitentise, cap. 2. Quicun- 
que yerbis confitetur, et ex corde non statnit pecca- 
tum derelinqnere : ecce hie ei similis est qni lavat^ 
et manu reptile immnndum retinet: aeque enim 
qiuequani prodest layatio^ donee reptile abjecerit. 
£t hoc illnd est quod a sapiento illo dicitur. Qui 
antem confessns fuerit et reliqaerit ea, misericor- 
diam consequetur. Qnin et oportet ut peecatam 
Bpeeiatim reeenseat. Quia dicitur : Obsecro domine, 
peccavit populus iste peecatum maximum fecenmt- 
que sibi deos aureos. 



nication, three of them, namely, the first, 
the seventh, and the sixteenth, are all one 
for the substance, the strength of them lying 
in this supposition, that the Scripture doth 
not restrain, nor keep off any from the sa- 
crifices, nor any other sacraments (as he 
speaketh^ of the Old Testament, because of 
a wicked or scandalous conversation; but 
contrariwise, commandeth that all the males, 
both Jews and foreigners, being circumcised, 
and not being legally unclean, nor in a jour* 
ney, should compear thrice in the year be- 
fore the Lord at Jerusalem, to keep the 
three solemn feasts— of the passover, weeks, 
and tabernacles. Now (saith he) Christ 
hath not, in this thing, destroyed nor al- 
tered the law of Moses, nor hath he made 
the rule straiter now than it was then ; but 
as then all circumcised, so now all baptized 
persons, must be acknowledged for cnurch 
members, having a right to partake of church 
privileges ; and as then there was no disci- 
pline or punishment for the flagitious and 
wicked, except by the hand of the magis- 
trate, so ought it to be in like manner in 
the Christian church. This argument he 
trusteth very much unto ; and because it is 
the common opinion, that the excluding and 
separating of the imclean under the law, did 
signify the excluding of scandalous sinners 
from communion vrith the ohurch, he spend- 
eth a long chapter (lib. 2, cap. 1) a^nst 
that opinion, and laboureth to make it ap- 
pear that the legal uncleanness did simiify 
the corruption of our nature and unbelief; 
that exclusion from the temple did signify 
exclusion fix>m the heavenly paradise ; and 
that the cleansing and reception into the 
temple, did typuy the cleansing of our 
souls, and the turning of us to God by the 
blood of Jesus Christ. 

Now, here I shall make such animadver- 
sions as shall not only enervate the strength 
which these arguments may seem to have 
against church censures, but also afford some 
strong reasonings against Erastus from those 
very grounds, rightly apprehended, from 
which (upon misapprehensions) he disput- 
eth against the excluding of scandalous sin- 
ners. 

First, It is certain that for divers sins 
against the moral law the sinners were ap- 
pointed not only to bring their trespass- 
offerings, but to confess the sin which they 
had committed, and to declare their repen- 
tance for the same ; and till this was done, 
the trespass-offering was not accepted. Let 
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us but have the like, that is, a confession of 
the sin and declaration of repentance, and 
then men shall not be excluded for scandals 
formerly given. Erastus (p. 106, 107, 148, 
149) himself acknowledgeth, that in this 
point of the confession of sin the analogy 
must hold betwixt the Old and New Testa- 
ment ; only he pleadeth that the very act — 
the very desiring of the sacrament of the 
Lord's supper, is really a confession that he 
is a sinner who desireth it ; and that much 
more it may suffice if sinners, being asked 
by the minister, confess themselves to be 
sinners, and that they have not perfectly 
kept the commandments of Grod. But all 
this, say I, cannot satisfy the ar^ment 
drawn from that confession of sin under the 
law. For, 1. It was not a confession ipso 
factOf by the bringing of the trespass-offer- 
ings, but by word of mouth; and thus it 
hath been expounded by the Hebrew doc- 
tors 'J- The owners of sin and trespass-offer- 
ings, when they bring their oblations for 
their ignorant, or for their presumptuous 
sins, atonement is not made for them by 
their oblation imtil they have made repen- 
tance and confession by word of mouth. 2. 
It was not a general confession that one is 
a sinner, and hath not perfectly kept the 
commandments of God (for who did ever 
revise to make such a confession that were 
in their right wits? — that limitation is as good 
as nothing, when we speak of the suspend- 
ing of any from the Lord's table), but it 
was a confession of the particular individual 
sin which had been committed ; Lev. v. 6, 
" And it shall be, when he shall be guilty in 
one of these things, that he shall confess 
that he hath sinned in that thing." Mark, 
in that thing. Num. v. 7, " Then they shall 
confess their sin which they have done." 
Which law is to be understood of all like 
sins and trespasses, that is, that other sins 
which were expiated by sacrifice were first 
to be cdnfessea.^ All this maketh against 
Erastus. 

Next, Whereas he saith (p. 106, 113) that 
this confession or declaration of repentance 
for sin, in the Old Testament, had place 
only in those sins for which the law ap- 
pointed no particular punishments, and that 
there was no confession imposed where the 
ma^strate was to punish the crime : This, 
with a great deal of boldness and confidence 



1 See Ainsworth, Annot. on Nnm. y. 7. 
% Ainsworth on Lev. vL 4. 



(as his manner is), he doth maintain, intend- 
ing thereby (it seems) to exempt from all 
manner of'^ church discipline whatsoever is 
punishable by the civil magistrate, as adul- 
tery, perjury, and the like. But that which 
he affirmeth so strongly is manifestly con- 
trary to the express law. Lev. vi. 1 — 8, 
where wilful lying and perjury, robbing and 
violence, fraud and cozenage, — all these 
were to be confessed and expiated by sacri- 
fice, notwithstanding that they were also to 
be severely punishea by the civil magistrate. 
Nay, in that very place it is commanded, 
that what had been violently taken away, or 
deceitfully gotten, or fraudulently detained, 
should be restored ; and, moreover, a fiflh 
part added thereto for a mulct, yet this did 
not exempt the sinner from making confes- 
sion. So Num. V. 6—8, for one and the 
same offence, the law enjoineth both that 
confession be made and expiation ; and, 
moreover, that recompense be made to the 

Earty injured, or to his kinsman. Yea, the 
iw. Num. V. 6, 7, speaketh universally, 
" When a man or woman shall commit any 
sin that men commit, &c., then they shall 
confess their sin which they have done," 
which made the Hebrews extend this law 
to criminal and capital cases, as Mr Ains- 
worth upon the place noteth out of these 
words 01^ Maimonides : " Likewise, all con- 
demned to death by the magistrates, or con- 
demned to stripes, no atonement is made 
for them by their death or by their stripes, 
until they have repented and confessed; 
and so he that hurteth his neighbour, or 
doth him damage, though he payeth him 
whatever he oweth him, atonement is not 
made for him till he confess." Therefore 
Erastus is still a double loser in arguing 
from the law of Moses. It proves not what 
he would, and it doth prove what he would 
not. 

Thirdly, Men were kept from the sanc- 
tuary of the Lord, not only for ceremonial, 
but for moral uncleanness, I mean for pub- 
lic and scandalous sins against the moral 
law, Ezek. Ixiv. 7, 9. Uod was offended 
when such proselytes were brought into his 
sanctuary as were either uncircumcised in 
fiesh or uncircumcised in heart; that is, 
whose practice or conversation did declare 
them to be uncircumcised in heart, else the 
Lord would not have challenged those who 
brought such proselytes into his sanctuary, 
if their uncircumcision of heart had not 
been externally manifested, so that it might 
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be perceived by his people, according to that, 
Pssum xxxvi. 1, " The transgression of the 
wicked saith within my heart, that there is 
no fear of God before his eyes." To the 
same purpose we read, Ezra vi. 21, not that 
all proselytes, nor all uncircumcised, but only 
" all such as had separate themselves from 
the filthiness of the neathen of the land, to 
seek the Lord God of Israel," did eat of the 
passover. Moreover, we may argue, W a 
necessary consequence, from Scripture: The 
ceremonial uncleanness was a cause of ex* 
elusion from the sanctuary, and from the 
holy things; therefore much more moral 
uncleanness. It was more sinful in itself, 
and more abominable in God's sight, for 
those who did steal, murder, commit adul- 
tery, swear falsely, and bum incense to Baal, 
to come and tread in the courts of the house 
of the Lord, and to offer sacrifices there, as 
if God's house had been a den of robbers, 
Isa. i. 11 — 14; Jer. vii. 9 — 11, — this, I 
say, was more abominable to God than if he 
that had touched a dead body, or had come 
into the tent where a man died, should have 
come unto the tabernacle in his legal un> 
cleanness ; therefore, when Christ casteth 
out the buyers and sellers out of the tem- 
ple, it is not for ceremonial but moral un- 
cleanness, and he applieth to them the words 
of Jeremiah, " Ye nave made it a den of 
thieves," Matt, xxi, 13, with Jer, vii. 11. 
And as it was more sinfiil to the person, 
and more hateful to God, so it was more 
hurtful to the souls of others, who were in 
greater danger of infection from the mox:al 
uian from the ceremonial uncleanness. This 
Erastus denieth indeed ,i but his expression is 
unsavoury and unholy, which I am ashamed 
to repeat. Sure the Apostle speaketh far 
otherwise, Heb. xiii. 16, 16, " Lest any root 
of bitterness springing up trouble you, and 
thereby many be defiled ; lest there be anv 
fornicator or profane person, as Esau." A 
profane or scandalous person defileth, you 
see, many others ; and sin was of a defiling 
nature under the Old Testament as well as 
under the New. I mean a root of bitter- 
ness not plucked up — a profane person not 
censured, doth defile others as well as him- 
self. Both Peter and Jude have told us, 

1 P. 146. Gnm ergo qnsBritur cur ei qui semen 

f>riBter yoluntatem noctu emisit, ad sacra adire non 
Icuerit, prlnsquam mundaretur, scortatori autem 
et concabinario licnerit ? respondeo, qnia iUe ad se 
appropinquantes contaminabat ; bic Deo et sibi im- 
mundns tantum erat : aliosqne non magis Inquina- 
bat, quam si cum uxore legitima cubavisset. 



that scandalous persons are spots and ble- 
mishes in the communion of saints, 2 Pet. 
ii. 13 ; Jude, ver. 12 ; so that, as Erastus 
granteth that one legally unclean could 
make others legally unclean among whoi^ 
he came, and therefore was kept off from 
fellowship and company with the congrega- 
tion of God's people, it must likewise be 
granted, that scandalous persons are to be 
suspended from the sacred communion of 
the Christian church, because, if they should 
be admitted, the church should be thereby 
sinfully defiled ; for if the saying God speed 
to a false teacher, make us paitakers of his 
evil deed, 2 John 10, how much more doth 
the admitting of such or the like scandalous 
sinners to the Lord's table, make (I say not 
all who communicate then and tliere, but) all 
who consent to their admission, to be par- 
takers of their evil deeds. 

Fourthly, Whereas Erastus holdeth that 
the exclusion of the unclean under the law 
did onljr typify something which is to come 
to pass in tne life to come, that is, the shut- 
ting forth of sinners from the heavenly par 
radise if thev be not washed from their fil- 
thiness by the blood of Jesus Qirist, and 
therefore ought not to be unto us any argu- 
ment for the exclusion of scandalous sinners,^ 
I answer. If the shutting out from heaven 
was the onlv thing signified, and if there 
be a fit analogy or proportion between the 
type and the thing typified, then, 1. One 
may be in heaven and cast out again, and in 
and out a^n, as, under the law, one might 
be many times admitted into the temple and 
shut out again. 2. It would also follow l^at 
there is some other exclusion greater than 
the exclusion from heaven; as, under the 
law, there was a greater exclusion than the 
exclusion from the sanctuary, and that was, 
to be cast out from the company and cpn- 
versation of Gx>d's people ;* for though every 
uncleanness which did exclude one from the 
company of the Israelites did also exclude 
him from the sanctuary, yet every unclean- 
ness which did exclude one from the sanctu- 
ary did not exclude him from the company 
of the Israelites; even as now among us 
suspension from the Lord's table is not the 
greatest and worst exclusion, but there is 



1 P. 140. Quoclrca non fult excluslo haec, qua 
propter legis immunditiam aliqui prohibebantur 
venire in csBtus publicoSi figura rei cujuspiam in 
hoc seculo compiend8B| sed imago et simulacrnm 
fuit rei in altera vita perficiendas. 

> Tostatus in Lev. xii., quest. 21. 
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another greater than that. Thus you see 
Erastus could not make his type agree with 
his antitype. Whence it doth further ap- 
pear that the exclusion of the unclean under 
the law, did teach and hold forth somewhat 
m a political sense, touching the communion 
and fellowship of the church in this Ufe. 
Whatsoever it might signify more I will not 
now dispute, but this it Sid signify. And this 
I shall so far make good, that I shall at once 
both answer Erastus and propound a strong 
argument for the keeping off from the holy 
thmgs those that are morally and scandal- 
ously unclean. First, Let it be remembered 
that I have proved already from Heb. xiii. 
16, 16 ; 2 Pet. ii. 13 ; Jude, ver. 12, that 
the people of God are defiled by communion 
and fellowship with scandalous sinners. In 
the second place, Consider that prophecy, 
Isa. lii. 1, " Put on thy beautiful garments, 
O Jerusalem, the holy city ; for henceforth 
there shall no more come into thee the un- 
ciixmmcised and the unclean." That whole 
chapter is a prophecy concerning the condi- 
tion of the church in the New Testament, 
as is evident by six parallels at least : ver. 5 
with Rom. ii. 24 ; ver. 7 with Bom. x. 16 ; 
ver. 10 with Luke iii. 6 ; the beginning of 
ver. 11 with Rev. xviii. 4; the following 
part of ver. 11 with 2 Cor. vi. 17 ; ver. 15 
with Rom. xv. 21. Neither is it the church 
invisible, but the church visible ; for ver. 16 
is applied to the calling of the Gentiles, 
Rom. XV. 21, and ver. 11 to the church's 
open separation from Babylon, Rev. xviii. 4. 
It is also the church ministerial : ver. 7, 8, 
11, *' How beautiful upon the mountains are 
the feet of him that bringeth good tidings," 
&c. " Thy watchmen shall lifl up the 
voice," &c. " Be ye clean that bear the 
vessels of the Lord." It remains to con- 
sider what is meant by the unclean, Ver. 
1, It cannot be meant of legal uncleanness 
(the ceremonial law being abolished), nor of 
the hid uncleanness of cbse hypocrites (for 
in that sense it is only the privilege of the 
church triumphant, that no unclean thing, 
nor no hypocrite, shall enter there). It 
must therefore be meant of such as are visi- 
bly or scandalously unclean. And when it 
is said, " There shall no more come into 
thee the uncircumcised and the imclean," it 
must be understood respective; the uncir- 
cumcised signifying such as are not fit to be 
at all church-members ; the unclean signify- 
ing such as are not fit to have communion 
in the holy things : for so these two were 



distinguished under the law. Thirdly, There 
is another place which, to me, puts it out of 
controversy, 2 Cor. vi. 14 — 17, where the 
Apostle exhorteth believers to avoid all in- 
timate conversation or fellowship with unbe- 
lievers, by marrying with them, by going to 
the idol temples, or the like. He con(^d- 
eth with a manifest allusion to the legal ce- 
remony, " Be ye separate, and touch not the 
unclean thing," or, the unclean things^ as 
the Syriac hath it ; " And what aCTeement 
hath the temple of God with idols," ver. 16, 
where the Syriac readeth thus, And what 
agreement hath the temple of God with 
the temple of devils ? Remember, would 
the Ap<^e say, that as under the law the 
touching or eating of unclean things made 
those that touched them or did eat of them 
to be unclean, so doth your fellowship with 
unbelievers, or your eating in theur idol 
temples, defile you. And as then those 
that had touched any unclean thing were 
not received into the sanctuary, so I will not 
receive you into feUowship with me and my 
people, saith the Lord, except you be sepa- 
rate from the sons of Beual. There^re 
"touch not the unclean thing, and I will 
receive you;" which is not spoken of receiv- 
ing us into heaven, but of receiving us into 
the tabernacle of God in this life, as is mani- 
fest by Lev. xxvi. 11, 12, the place cited by 
the Apostle in the words immediately pre- 
ceding, "And I will set my tabernacle 
among you, and my soul shall not abhor 
you. And I will walk among you, and will 
be your Grod, and ye shall be my people." 
And in this manner God saith he will not 
receive us except we avoid fellowship with 
the workers of iniquity, especially in holy 
things. I shall add foui*thly, for fdrther 
clearing of this point in hand, Peter's vision 
and the interpretation thereof, Acts x. and 
xi., a passage cited by Erastus, p. 138, 139, 
while he is proving uiat the tmng signified 
by the legal uncleanness, was only the cor- 
ruption and infidelity of nature, winch ex- 
cludeth a sinner firom heaven. The place 
is so far from proving what he would, that 
it proveth the contrary; for it speaketh 
plainly of that uncleanness which excludeth 
men from fellowship with the saints in this 
life, from companying together, from eating 
together. And when Peter expoundeth the 
vision, he saith, " Ye know how that it is an 
unlawful thing for a man that is a Jew to 
keep company, or to come unto one of an- 
other nation ; but God hath showed me that 
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I should not call any man common or un- 
clean," meaning, for being a Gentile and 
not a Jew, Acts x. 28. You see, the not 
eating nor touching of unclean beasts, birds, 
and creeping things (such as Peter saw in 
the vision), was understood by the people of 
God, as forbidding their association or fel- 
lowship in this world with heathens or irre- 
ligious persons, and such as walked not ac- 
cording to the law. And in this sense the 
law was understood not only hj Peter, but 
^nerally by the Jews^ Acts xi. 8; GaL 
u. 12. 

Nay, fifthly, the legal uncleanness, in the 
sense of the Jews, did signify not only such 
things as did exclude others from fellowship 
with them, but such as did exclude the Jews 
themselves from the holy things. There- 
fore it is said, John xviii. 28, ** They them- 
selv^ went not into the judgment hall, lest 
they should be defiled, but tnat they might 
eat the passover ;" — ^intimating, that if they 
had gone into the house of an uncircumcised 
man, or had, upon such a day, gone into the 
judgment hall about a litigious action, they 
nad been unclean, and so might not eat the 
passover. Whether it were tne coming into 
the house of Pilate, he being a man uncir- 
cumcised, or whether it were (which I rather 
think) a litigious action upon a holy day,^ 
which might have defiled them, this is plain, 
that they thought there was a moral unclean- 
ness (signified by the ceremonial uncleanness) 
whicn might keep men from the passover. 

The fifth animadversion shall be this : 
Whereas Erastus holdeth, p. 106, that under 
the law every one was judged clean or im- 
clean according to his own judgment and 
conscience, and not according to uie priest's, 
the lepers only excepted ; aliso, that when a 
man had committed any sin, it was in the 
free will of the sinner to expiate his sin when 
he pleased ; and he was no wav compelled 
to it, — I answer, If every unclean person. 



1 Tostatus in Matt, xxri^ quest. 48. Etiam ac- 
tus qnidun pneter contaotunii reddebant homines 
immundos ad manducandum agnum, vel qnsBcnnqne 
sanctificata, sicut lltigare judicialiteri rel intrare in 
locnm Jndicii ad litigandnm, sic dicit ut, John xviii. 
Lnd. Oi^elli EHIKPISIX de altimo Christl pas- 
Ghate, p. 26. Cnm itaqne hsBC una fueiit illamm 
traditionum; nt ne die festo capHali jadido yacarent, 
causa nulia est car ezistimemns eos sine necessitate 
Tolnlsse proprias constitntionefl ita pedibns concni- 
care, et tarn solennis festi religionem prophanare. 
Casanbon, Exerc. 16, annot. 34, nam. 32, oiteth .a 
plain passage in Maimonides, declaring that they 
held it unlawful to judge of capital oases upon the 
preparation to the Sabbath or to a holyday. 



except the leper, was allowed to judge and 
pronounce himself clean when he pleased, 
then to what purpose did that law serve,^ 
Lev. vii. 20, 21 ; or that whoever was un- 
clean, and had not purified himself, was not 
to be admitted to come into the tabernacle, 
and if he presumed to oome, he was to be 
cut off from the congregation ? Num. xix. 
By Erastus's principles no man should have 
been cut off, if he nad pleaded himself not 
to be unclean ; and how many would do so, 
if that could save them from being cut off? 
Is it not also plain from Lev. xv. 15, 30, 31, 
that both men and women, who were unclean 
by their issues (not by leprosy )f were to bring 
an offering to the priest for their cleansing, 
otherwise were not to be accounted clean, 
but looked upon as defilers of the taber- 
nacle in their uncleanness, whatever they 
might think of themselves ? So women that 
were unclean after child-birth, had not power 
to pronounce themselves clean, and were not 
free to come to the sanctuary when they 
pleased ; but they were first to bring a sin- 
offering, and the priest was to make atone- 
ment tor them. Lev. xii. 6—8. There was 
a certain number of days appointed for the 
cleansing, both of women at'ter child-birth, 
and of men who had an issue, yea, when the 
days of the cleansing were fulfilled they 
were not free to come imto the tabernacle 
except they brought their offering for atone- 
ment. Lev. xiL 6, 7 ; xv. 13 — 16. Philo 
the Jew, de Vita Mosis, lib. 3, p. 531, tells 
us, there was a certain definite time, till 
the expiring whereof those that were un- 
clean by a dead body were excluded from 
the temple. Josephus, Antiq, Jud.^ lib. 3, 
cap. 10, records the like, not only of lepers, 
but of those that had an issue, or were de- 
filed by the dead, that tiU the set time was 
fiilfilled, all these were kept back from the 
congregation. 

The other thing which Erastus saith, that 
it was left free to the sinner to expiate his 
sin when he pleased, doth no better agree 
with the word ; for it was commanded that 
upon the very knowledge of the sin the 
trespass-offering should be brought, and the 
mi confessed. Lev. iv. 14, 28 ; v. 3 — 5. 



1 L'Empereur, Annot. in Cod. Middoth, p. 20. 
Arcebantur autem hujusmodi contaminati, donee ea 
peregissent qusB ad reatum cssremonialem quern 
contraxerant delenxtum faoerent, atque hac ratione 
suis magistris morem gessissent. The unclean were 
not permitted to partake of the sacrifices. Jose- 
phus de Bello Jud., lib. 7, o. 17. 
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Sixthly, Whereas Erastus, p. 105, urgeth 
the universal law, bj which all are com- 
manded to keep the passoyer, except the 
unclean and those in a journey, thereiore all 
others (how flagitious or scandalous soever 
in their lives) were bound to keep it, I an- 
swer, Who knows not, that many universals 
in Scripture are to be restricted, and not to 
be understood as the words at first sound ? 
As John ii. 10, " Every man at the be- 
ginning doth set forth good wine,'' that 
IS, every master of a feast ; Luke xiii. 15, 
"Doth not each one of you, on the Sab- 
bath, loose his ox or his ass," that is, each 
one that hath an ox or an ass ; John x. 8, 
" All that ever came before me were thieves 
and robbers," meaning, whoever before him 
did make himself the true door by which the 
sheep must enter in ; so Joel ii. 28, " I will 
pour out my Spirit upon all flesh," yet not 
upon all and every one, but upon those only 
whom he receiveth in covenant ; Bev. xiii. 
8, " And all that dwell upon the earth shall 
worship him (the beast), whose names are 
not wntten in the Boot of life," yet there 
have been many reprobates who neither wor- 
shipped the Pope nor knew him ; but it is 
meant of aU under the power of the beast. 
So when all are commanded to keep the 
passover, it must be understood of all fit 
persons, and such as were not to be ex- 
cepted. You will say the law excepteth 
none but the unclean and those in a jour- 
ney, therefore all others not excepted were 
to keep it ; for where an exception is made 
from an universal rule, that rule is the more 
sure and certain concerning all other parti- 
culars not excepted. To that I answer, 
Erastus himself addeth another exception, 
and that is, of the sick who could not be pre- 
sent. The Hebrews make divers other ex- 
ceptioas, for they say, " Women and ser- 
vants are not bound to appear ; but all men 
are bound, except the deaf, and the dumb, 
and the fool, and the little child, and the 
blind, and the lame, and the defiled, and 
the uncircumcised, and the old man, and 
the sick, and the tender, and weak, which 
are not able to go upon their feet; — all 
these eleven are discharged," &c. See Ains- 
worth on Exod. xxiii. 17, and compare this 
with Maimonides, de IdoloL^ chap. 11, sect. 
18, where he that hearkens to soothsayers, 
wizards, charmers, and the like, is said to be 
reckoned among fools and children, whose 
reason is imperfect ; therefore these were to 
be excepted as well as fools and children, 



and so were other scandalous persons, which 
I shall prove anon. 

A seventh animadversion shall be this : 
Erastus, in these arguments of his from 
the law, doth confound sacraments with 
sacrifices (as I touched in the beginning), 
yea, he argueth expressly,^ that whoever 
were admitted to expiato their sin by sacri- 
fices, were thereby admitted to sacraments, 
because (saith he) all these sacrifices were 
true sacraments. So he speaketh in other 
places, that he might seem to dispute the 
more oppositely for promiscuous admission 
to the sacrament of the Lord's suPFpi** But 
sacrifices and sacraments are as dinerent as 
giving and receiving.^ In sacrifices, man is 
tne giver, God is the receiver ; in sacraments 
Groa is the giver, man is the receiver. In sa- 
crifices peace is made with God ; in sacra- 
ments it is sealed and supposed to be made. 
They therefore tliat hold the passover was 
a sacrifice (an opinion partly grounded on 
Deut. xvi. 2, and partly taken from the Jews 
dispersed, who, though they observe divers 
paschal rites, yet they do not kill the pas- 
chal lamb, nor keep the passover accoraing 
to the law, it being to them unlawful to offer 
sacrifices, except m the land of Canaan) — 
have the shorter evasion from Erastus's ar- 
gument touching the admission to the pass- 
over. But I have given other answers ; and 
this much shall suffice for answer to the 
Erastian arguments drawn from the law of 
Moses, which are supposed by some to be the 
strongest. 



CHAPTEB XII. 

FOUBTEEK ARGUMENTS TO PROVE THAT SCAN- 
DALOUS AND PRESUMPTUOUS OFFENDERS 
AGAINST THE MORAL LAW (THOUGH CIR- 
CUMCISED AND NOT BEING LEGALLY UN- 
CLEAN) WERE EXCLUDED FROM THE PASS- 
OVER. 

There is so much weight laid, both by 
Erastus himself and by Mr Prynne, upon 

1 P. 94. IIoo ipso, qnod ad expiandnm peccatum 
Jnbetur adferre Bacrificinm, non exclnditnr a sacra- 
mentis, sed ad ea invitatur ; nam omnia line sacri- 
ficia erant Tera sacramenta. 

s Pareas in LeT. iv. Di£fernnt sacrificinm et sa- 
cramentnm ; qnod sacrificinm est obedientia nostra 
Beo ad mandatnm ejns prsestita, sive moralis siTO 
cnrimonialis cum morali conjnncta : sacramentnm 
est signnm gratisB dei erga nos in fide a nobis sus- 
ceptum. 




the univerBal law commaading all that were 
circumcised to eat the passover, except such 
as were legally unclean, or were in a jour- 
ney, that I am resolved, once for all, to de- 
monstrate against them, that men were ex- 
cluded from the passover for scandalous and 
enormous trespasses against the moral law 
as well as for legal uncleanness. Feradven- 
ture it will seem to some that I undertake 
to prove a paradox, and to walk in an un- 
trodden or obscure path ; yet my argu- 
ments are such as, I trust, shall weigh much 
with intelKgent men. 

The first argument shall be this (which is 
hinted by Ursinus and Parous, Explic. Ca^ 
techit, quest. 85, art. 2): Whosoever, by 
God's appointment, were excluded firom the 
privileges of church members, and not to be 
reckoned among the congregation of Israel, 
those were, by Grod's appointment, excluded 
from the passover. But whosoever com- 
mitted any scandalous sin presumptuously, 
or with an high hand, were, by (rod's ap- 
pointment, exduded from the privileges of 
church members, and not to be reckoned 
among the congregation of Israel; therefore 
the proposition hath this manifest reason for 
it : Those all who were commanded to eat 
the passover cannot be understood to be of 
a larger extent than the church of Israel ; 
those therefore who were not to be acknow- 
ledged or used as church members, were, by 
Groa's appointment, excluded from the pass- 
over. The assumption is proved from Num. 
XV. 30, 31, " But the soul that doeth ought 
presumptuously (whether he be born in the 
land or a stranger), the same reproacheth 
the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off 
from among his people. Because he hath de- 
spised the word of the Lord, and hath broken 
ms commandment, that soul shall utterly be 
cut off : his iniquity shall be upon him." 

The presumption here spoken of is not 
only the presumption of heart (saith Caje- 
tan), of which God only is judge, but a 
presumption manifested in word or work, 
which he conceives to be intimated by the 
Hebrew phrase, vnth an high Imnd. Gro- 
tius understands, one that either denies that 
there is a God, or that the law was given by 
God, or, afber admonition, goeth on in liis 
trespass. But sure he mistakes the punish- 
ment, which he understands to be extra- 
judicial, and that he who finds one thus 
sinning presumptuously, may kill him ex 
jure zelotarum, as Phinehas did kill Zimri 
and Cozbi. 



I have spoken before of the cutting off, 
which I will not here resume. Only this : 
such presumptuous and contumacious sinners 
were not to be reckoned among the people 
of God, nor to enjoy the privilege of church 
members, therefore not admitted to the pass- 



over. 



Secondly, Josephus, de Bello Jud,^ lib. 
7, cap. 17, speaking of such as were permit- 
ted to eat the passover in the time of Ces- 
tius, doth thus design them, xadapwy kitav- 
roiv icai hyiiavj being all of them pure and 
holy, — not only pure from legal uncleanness, 
but such as were also esteemed holy. But, 
moreover, it is clear from John xviii. 28, 
" They themselves (the Jews) went not into 
the judgment-hall, lest they should be de- 
filed, but that they might eat the passover," 
that the Jews did so understand tne law, — 
that moral as well as ceremonial unclean- 
ness did render them incapable of the pass- 
over ; for they had no such ceremonial law, 
that they who came into the judgment- 
hall, should be legally or ceremoniafly un- 
clean, yet this had disabled them from eat- 
ing the passover ; for they held litigious or 
forensical actions unlawfiil upon a holy day, 
as Capellus and Casaubon (above cited) do 
prove. Such a sinful and scandalous act had 
kept them back from the passover. 

Thirdly, If we consult the Chaldee Para- 
phrase upon £xod. xii. 43, it saith thus, 
'' Every son of Israel, who is an apostate, 
shall not eat of it;" and upon the same 
place Mr Ainsworth proves out of Maimo- 
nides, that no apostate nor idolater was per- 
mitted to eat of the passover. Yea, some 
Israelites who were not apostates nor idola- 
ters, were for a scandalous action excluded 
from civil, how much more from ecclesiasti- 
cal fellowship. See Maimonides, Of Ido^ 
latry, cap. 9, sect. 16, " With an Israelite, 
who hath made defection to the worship of 
idols, it is forbidden to have traffic or com- 
merce, either in his going or returning; 
with another Israelite going to the markets 
and fairs of heathens, we are only forbidden 
to have commerce in his returning." If it 
was unlawful to them so much as to have 
civil commerce with an Israelite coming 
from the markets of heathens (fearing lest 
he had sold somewhat which was dedicate to 
idolatry, as the reason is there given), al- 
though he was no apostate nor idolater, it 
is not easily imaginable that such a one was 
freely admitted to the passover. 

Fourthly, An Israelite, though circum- 
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cised, and not legally unclean, yet, if he 
either turned idolater, or an heretic, or an 
Epicurean, was no longer acknowledged to be 
in church-fellowship or communion, there- 
fore rendered incapable of the passover. Is. 
Abrabanel, in his book, de Capite Fidei, as 
he showeth whom .they esteemed apostates 
or heretics, cap. 12, so he also intimateth 
that such were excluded from the commun- 
ion of their law, cap. 3, dub. 5, none being 
acknowledged to be tn the communion of 
Israel^ who did not believe the articles of 
faith professed in the Jewish church, cap. 6 ; 
yea, he tells us, cap. 24 (which the Talmud 
itself saith, Tit. Sanhedrim, ca,^ 11 ^ sect. 1), 
that heretical or Epicurean Israelites were 
looked upon as excluded from having por- 
tion in the world to come. And as Dr 
Buxtorff showeth out of their own writers, 
they esteemed an heretical Israelite to be 
so abominable, that they did straight, and 
without delay, excommunicate him, Lexic. 
Chald, Talm. et Rabbin,, p. 195. How is 
it then imaginable that they admitted such 
a one to eat the passover ? Let us hear R. 
Moses Maimonides himself, de Idololatria, 
cap. 2, sect. 8, " An idolatrous Israelite is 
as an heathen in all things which he doth, 
&c. ; so also Israelites who are Epicures are 
not esteemed to be Israehtes in any action 
of theirs, &c. Now, they are Epicures who 
ask counsel from the thoughts ot their own 
mind, being ignorant of those thin^ we have 
spoken of, until having trans^essed the chief 
heads of the law, they offend by contumacy 
and presumption, and say there is no sin 
in this thing. But it is forbidden to speak 
with them, or to answer them; for it is said, 
* Come not near the door of her house,' " 
Prov. V. 8. Therefore the whorish woman 
that Solomon speaks of was (in the opinion 
of Maimonides) such a one as was not to be 
esteemed as an Israelite, nay, nor such as 
was to be spoken with, much less to be ad- 
mitted to the passover; yea, Maimonides, 
de Idol,, cap. 10, sect. 2, saith yet more, 
"But those Israelites which for^e their 
religion, or become Epicures, we are bidden 
kill them, and persecute tliem even unto 
hell." How could they then admit to the 
passover those whom they thought them- 
selves obliged to persecute even unto hell ? 

Fifthly, Those arguments which prove an 
exclusion of known profane persons from the 
temple, will also prove an exclusion of known 
profane pei*sons from the passover, for none 
might eat of the passover who might not 



also come into the temple. That scandalous- 
profane persons might not come into the 
temple hath been proved already. 

Sixthly, I argue from the lesser to the 
greater. If men were to be kept back for 
legal uncleanness, much more for moral un- 
cleanness, this being more hateM to Grod 
and more hurtful to men than the other. 
This just conseauence Grotius, Annot, in 
Luke vi. 22, dotn admit. If by the law, 
saith he, one that was leprous or had a filthy 
scab was separated from men's company lest 
he should mfect others, it was no ill conse- 
quence, that (if no heavier thing) this at 
least should be imposed on flagitious and 
wicked persons, who did by the contagion of 
their sinful example hurt others, and bring 
a reproach upon the whole congregation, 
from which the congregation could not be 
free but by some public detestation of that 
wickedness. Thus Grotius. 

Seventhly, The purging out of leaven from 
the congregation of Israel was a significant 
teaching ceremony, holding forth this duty, 
that the church ought to put away wicked 
persons from among them ; for so doth the 
Apostle expound it, 1 Cor. v. 6, 7, " Bjiow 
ye not that a little leaven leaveneth the 
whole lump ; purge out therefore the old 
leaven." Which relateth not only to the 
purging of their own hearts, but to the 
purging of the church, and the putting away 
of uiat wicked person, this being the scope 
of the whole chapter. Now the moral sig- 
nification, of that ceremony of purging out 
the leaven did concern the church of Israel 
as well as the Christian church ; even as the 
divers washings under the law did teach and 
hold forth the duty of sanctification and 
purity to the people of Grod at that time, as 
well as typify the sanctification of the Chris- 
tian church. 

Eighthly, Though the hallowed bread 
might in case of necessity be lawfully given 
to David and his men (the ceremonials of 
the first table yielding to the substantials 
of the second), yet Abimelech the priest 
would not adventure to give it till he un- 
derstood that the young men had then kept 
tliemselves at least from women, 1 Sam. 
xxi. 4 — 6, this being a part of that sancti- 
fication which was required in those who did 
partake of holy things, not only among the 
Hebrews but among other nations, as Hugo 
Grotius noteth upon the place, and upon 
Exod. xix. 16. Now the shew-bread, or 
the twelve loaves which did show or present 



the people to Grod, cannot be supposed to be 
holier than the paschal lamb, which did 
show or present (Jhrist to the people, and 
was a sacrament or seal of the covenant of 
grace. David also, and his men, in that 
danger of their lives, had as good right to 
eat the shew-bread as any IfflraeHte could 
pretend to for his eating the passover ; yea, 
that was a substantial duty of the second 
table, which Christ himself justifieth ; this 
was a ceremonial duty of the first table, and 
grounded on a positive law. This therefore 
doth afford me an argument with manifold 
advantages ; for if the shew-bread might 
not be given to David and his men in their 
extreme necessity, unless they had for a 
certain space before abstained from the use 
of their wives, otherwise lawful, how much 
less might the passover be given as an holy 
ordinance (which did not concern the sav- 
ing of men's lives in extreme necessity) to 
scandalous persons, Hvingin known wnore- 
dom and adultery. 

Ninthly, I argue from that place, Ezek. 
xxii. 26, " Her priests have violated my law, 
and have profaned mine holy things ; they 
have put no difference between the holy and 
profane." Will any man say that they were 
to put a difference between the holy and 
profane in other ordinances, and not in the 
passover? And why not in the passover 
as well as in other ordinances ? If such dif- 
ference was to be put in the passover, then 
how shall one imagine that no man was 
kept back from the passover because of 
known profaneness or moral uncleanness. For 
what difference was put between the holy 
and profane, when the profane were received 
as well as the holy ? Mr Coleman held that 
this text reachetn not to the keeping pure 
of the ordinances by any act of government, 
but only that the priests did profane the 
holy things in their own practice by eating 
in their uncleanness, and also in their min- 
istry, because they taught not the children 
of Israel to put a difference between the 
clean and the unclean, Maledids, p. 11. 
But the text gives not the least, ground to 
restrain this rault of the priests, here re- 
proved, either to their personal actions, or 
to their doctrinal ministry. Nay, the text 
will reach to an act of government neglected, 
for the word here used to express the dis- 
tinguishing or putting of a difference be- 
tween the holy and profane is Sn3» which is 
oflen used in Scripture to express an act of 
government or authority whereby one per- 



son is separated or distinguished from an- 
other person, or one thing from another 
thing, as Ezra viii. 24, ** Then I separated 
twelve of the chief of the priests," &c. ; Ezra 
X. 8, *' All his substance should be forfeited, 
and himself separatedfrom the congregation." 
Here it signineth such a separation as was 
a public censure. Why not also Ezek. xxii. 
66 ? The same word is used in the story of 
the division of the land by Joshua ; Josh, 
xvi. 9, " And the separate cities for the 
children of Ephraim." It is used also to ex- 
press God's dividing of light from darkness. 
Gen. i. 4 ; also his separating of Israel from 
all other nations, Lev. xx. 24. And whereas 
Mr Coleman did take hold of the following 
words in that place of Ezekiel, " Neither 
have they showed difference between the 
unclean and the clean," as being merely doc- 
trinal, — First (if it were so), how will it ap- 
pear that these words are exegetical to the 
former, and that the putting of difference 
between the holy and pro&ne, mentioned in 
the former words, was only meant of show- 
ing the difference doctrinally ; or why may 
we not rather understand that the priests 
are charged with neglect of duty both in 
doctrine and government. Secondly, even 
that latter word ly^HIH fecerunt scire, the 
Septuagints render bUffTeWov; and they 
use biaoTeWia as synonymous with \iapi(bt^ 
d^p/^w,. hiopil^ufy biatpiofiai, ano^i^ia : by 
all these (signifying to separate or to divide) 
they render S*13i > y6*» "^e Septuagints ex- 
press a forensicai censure or judicial separa- 
tion by hiaariWia ; as Ezra x. 8, Ka\ dvros 
biaoTaXriffeTai ; so that when they retain 
the same word in rendering y^> in this 
text of Ezekiel, they do thereby intimate 
that the latter word will reach a power 
which was more than doctrinal, as well as 
the former, which I do the rather ajssert, 
because yi* is taken by the Septuagints 
(not seldom) as agreeing in signification 
with ^]f^ de voluntate suo certiorem red' 
diditj constituit, decrevit ; so that it wiU 
reach the making of others to know a thing, 
not only doctrinally, but by rules, canons, 
statutes, and government. Yea, yn> will 
reach the teaching or making men to know 
by censures or punishments inflicted; afi 
Judges viii. 16, Gideon took briers and 
thorns (VT^I, Pagnin, et confregit.\ and he 
brake with these the men oi Succoth. Je- 
rome, et contrivit. The Septuagints, ra* 
r^iavevj camminuit. The Englim transla^ 
tion, **and with these he taught (in the 
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margin, made to know) the men of Suc- 
coth." For this sisnification of the word, 
namely, contererey Arias Montanus, in his 
Hebrew Lexicon^ citeth Isa. liii. 3 ; Ezek» 
xix. 7. So conteri, Psal. Ixxiv. 5 ; Prov. x. 
9. Upon this last place Mercerus tells us 
that the Hebrews ao not only admit this 
sense of that text, but in other places also 
take the same word pro confringi. So that 
without the least violence to the text in 
Ezekiel it may be thus read, " They have 
not separated (or put • diiference) between 
the holy and profane, neither nave they 
broken or (divided) between the unclean 
and the clean." The latter part seemeth to 
charge the priests with the admission of 
such as were legally unclean, the former 
part with the admission of such as were 
morally unclean, or pro&ne, to such ordi- 
nances as were appointed only for the holy 
and clean. 

Tenthly, Heathens or strangers, who were 
Xiot proselytes of the covenant of righteous* 
nesSf were not permitted to eat of the pass- 
over. Now one that is by profession a 
church member, but living in profaneness 
and scandalous wickedness, ought to be ear 
teemed as an heathen. Matt, xviii. 17, yea, 
as worse than an infidel, 1 Tim. v. 8. 
Hence was it that the word heathen was 
used for an irreligious or wicked man, as is 
observed byMathias Martinius in Lex. Phil. 
p. 717, 718, and as a discriminating name 
from believers; so Zonaras in Cone. (Jarthag. 
can. 24. When David speaks of his per- 
secuting wicked enemies, though Israelites, 
he calls them strangers and heathens, Psal. 
liv. 3; li:!^ 5. How then can it be sup- 
posed that those who were esteemed as 
neathens were admitted to all church privi- 
leges as well as the best Israelites? 

Eleventhly, That which was among the 
Jews a sufBcient cause to deny circumcision 
to him who desired to be admitted and re- 
ceived into the Jewish church as n^'lS"' I H 
1 J Ger hen berith, a proselyte, son of the 
covenant, or pHJf HJ Ger tsedeck, a pro* 
selyte of righteousness, was also a suffi- 
cient cause to deny the passover to a pro- 
selyte who desired to eat it. Even as now 
that for which we may and ought to refuse 
baptism to one that desireth it, must needs 
be also a cause and reason to revise the 
Lord's supper to him that desireth to re- 
ceive it ; for he that is not fit to be baptized 
is much less fit to receive the Lord's supper. 
But profaneness, or a scandalous conversa- 



tion, was among the Jews a sufficient cause 
and reason to refuse circumcision. Yea, as 
Dr Buxtorff tells us in Lexic. Chald, 
Talm. et Rabbin, p. 408, before the Jews 
would circumcise or baptize a proselyte (for 
after circumcision they did baptize him), 
they did first examine him exactly, and 
prove him narrowly, whether he desired to 
be a proselyte, from covetousness, ambition, 
fear, the love of an Israelitish virgin, or the 
like sinister end. If upon examination it 
did appear that he was not moved by any 
worldly consideration, but by affection to 
religion and the glory of Gid, then they 
proceeded to set before his eyes the strict- 
ness of the law, and how strait and narrow 
a path he must walk in, telling him also of 
the persecutions and tribulations of Israel. 
If after all this trial they found him sted- 
fast in his desires and resolutions, then they 
received him, he being first instructed in 
the articles of their faith, and in the com- 
mandments of the law. How much less 
would they have circumcised a scandalous 
person, being so far firom any hopeful signs 
of sincerity that he had the black marks of 
a worker of iniquity. And if they would 
not receive such a scandalous flagitious per- 
son to circumcision, how could tney receive 
such a one (being circumcised) to the pass- 
over ? 

Twelfthly, Compare Ezra vi. 21, with 
Ezra X. 16, 17. lirst, it is marked Ezra 
vi. 21, that such proselytes did eat the pass- 
over with the children of Israel, " as had 
separated themselves unto them from the 
fiUhiness of the heathen of the land, to seek 
the Lord God of Israel." If those who did 
eat were thus qualified, it is not obscurely 
intimated that those who were not thus qua- 
lified did not eat. And if no proselyte who 
did not separate himself from the filthiness 
of the heathen was allowed to eat the pass- 
over, then much less was an Israelite who 
did not separate hinself from the filthiness 
of the heathen allowed to eat it. I like 
well Beda's observation upon Ezra x. 
16, 17. Israel was purged from unlawful 
marriages, and the strange wives put away, 
and this work was ended against tne begin- 
ning of the first month, to the intent uiat 
none defiled with unlawful marriages might 
eat the passover, Ut ante initium mensis 
primi consummarentur omnes qui pro- 
phano erant connubio maculati, id est a 
tali scelere purgarentur, quatenus ipsum 
mensem prtmum in quo erat pasohafaci" 
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endum, mundi intrarent, rnundi paschalia 
festa peragerent, 8fc. 

Thirteenthly, I argue from the significa- 
tion of the legal or ceremonial uncleanness, 
and from that which was signified by the ex- 
clusion of those that were legally unclean. 
Without all controversy the keeping back of 
such was a significant ceremony; for all 
the legal ceremonies concerning cleanness 
or undeanness were teaching ceremonies, 
and are therefore called doctrines^ Matt. 
XV. 9 ; Col. xxii. 2. What was taught and 
signified thereby I have before showed, 
namely, that profane ones be not admitted 
to fellowship with God's people in their holy 
things. Yea, was not profaneness and open 
wickedness more hatefril to God than legal 
uncleanness ? Yes, saith Erastus, p. 144, be- 
cause God appointed greater punishments 
for the former than for the latter; the 
greater crimes were punished by fire and 
sword, stoning, hanging; the smaUer by 
mulcts and stripes. But yet (say I) by his 

f rounds the legal uncleanness was more 
ateful to God than profaneness and wicked- 
ness in reference to fellowship in the holy 
things (for that is the point) ; ne holds that 
the most flagitious and profane were com- 
manded of God to eat the passover, and yet 
those that were only legally unclean were 
forbidden, though the Scripture say, Prov. 
XV. 8; xxi. 27, that the sacrifice of the 
wicked is abomination to the Lord, and 
the oblations of those whose hands were fiill 
of blood, his soul hated, and he could not 
away with them, Isa. i. 11 — 14, and when 
they came to his house, he told them, 
" When ye come to appear befwe me, who 
hath required this at your hands, to tread 
my courts V* 

I shall not need to insist here upon the 
excluding of bond-servants, and those that 
were bought with money, from the pass- 
over, and the admitting only of those that 
were free, which some of the Zurich divines^ 
themselves have interpreted to signify the 
exclusion of those who are servants of sin, 
and as those who seek only the things of the 
earth. But there is one argument more (it 
shall be the last) which doth convince me 
that others besides the uncircumcised, and 
they that were legally unclean, even those 
that had scandalously transgressed the moral 
law, were excluded from the passover. The 
ground of my argument is that whereof I 

1 haratetf horn. 23 in Ezram. 



have spoken before, the law for confession of 
sin and declaration of repentance, without 
which the trespass-offering was not accepted, 
Lev. V. 5, 6, which law is extended to every 
known sin that was to be expiated by sacri- 
fice. Num. V. 6, 7, ** When a man or woman 
shall commit any sin that men commit, to 
go a trespassing against the Lord (the Se- 
venty read, and despising he despise, to 
note rebellion or contumacy^ and that per- 
son be guilty (that is, be round guilty, or 
when the sin shall be known, so the phrase 
of being guilty is explained. Lev. iv. 13, 14), 
then they shall confess their sin which they 
have done ;" after which follows restitution 
to the party wronged, and atonement made 
by the priest. Whence I argue thus : If the 
scandalous persons were not admited to the 
trespass-offering (which was a reconciling 
ordinance) witnout confession of their sin, 
which was known to have been committed by 
them, much less were they admitted to the 
passover (which was a sealing ordinance) with- 
out such confession of their sin. But scanda- 
lous persons were not admitted to the tres-^ 
pass-offering (which was a reconciling ordi- 
nance), without confession of their sin, which 
was known to have been committed by them; 
therefore much less were they admitted to 
liie passover (which was a sealing ordinance) 
without such confession. This argument I 
did before, chap, x., vindicate from Mr 
Prynne. I will here farther strengthen it, 
and vindicate it from another exception, 
which, peradventure, will be made against 
it. The proposition is certain; for some 
are called to make their peace with God 
who cannot have any assurance sealed unto 
them that their peace is made with Grod. 
But if God will not be reconciled, he will 
far less seal reconciliation. *' There is no 
peace to the wicked," saith God, how much 
less can their peace be sealed to them. 
The assumption is manifest from the scrip- 
tures last cited ; and if any shall say that 
the law, Lev. v., is meant only of private 
sins and those of ignorance, which, so soon 
as they come to knowledge, are to be con- 
fessed, I answer, 1. It is more than can 
be proved, that only private sins and those 
of ignorance are there meant of. Of this 
I have spoken elsewhere. But be it so. If 
some private sins, yea, sins of ignorance, 
were to be publicly confessed when they 
were known, how much more were public 
and scandalous sins to be publicly confessed? 
2. The Hebrews understand the law of coo- 
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fession to be extended to all sins whatsoever 
that were expiated by sacrifice ; and that 
before atonement could be made, the sinner 
must make confession and say, ** O Grod, I 
have sinned and done perversely, I have 
trespassed before thee, and have done thus 
and thus; and, lo I I repent and am asham- 
ed of my doings, and I will never do this 
thing again." 3. In all sacrifices for atone- 
ment or expiation, a man laid his hand upon 
the head oi his offering. Lev. i. 4 ; £xod. 
xxix. 10, 15, 19. This laying on of hands 
was the rite used in confession of sin, where- 
by a man did profess that he was worthy to 
be destroyed for his sin ; and that he laid 
his sin upon the beast which was killed in 
his stead, thereby figuring that upon Christ 
are laid the iniquities of us all. And with 
the laying on of hands upon the sacrifice, 
confession of sin was made by word of mouth, 
which, as it is the judgment of interpreters,^ 
so it is easily proved from Lev. xvi. 21, 
^' And Aaron shall lay both his hands upon 
the tiead of the live goat, and confess over 
him all the iniquities of the children of Is- 
rael, and all their transgressions in all their 
sins, putting them upon the head of the 
goat." Whereupon! conclude, that any 
sin which was expiated by sacrifice, whether 
a public or secret offence, was confessed be- 
fore it was expiated. 4. The law. Num. 
V. 6, extends confession to any sin that men 
commit, as hath been before observed. 6. 
Fhilippus Gamachseus, a learned doctor of 
Sorbon, Comment, in Tertiam partem 
ThomcB, de Pcenitentice Sacramento, cap. 
13, doth ingenuously acknowledge, that the 
foresaid law of Moses, concerning confession 
of sin, is no warrant for their private auri- 
cular and sacramental confession, because 
the Jews were not, by that law, bound to 
confess any other sins^ but sinfiil actions or 
external transgressions, nor all such, but 
chiefly the notorious and scandalous sins. 
If he had perceived the least colour of an 
argument from that Mosaical law, for the 
necessity of confessing private sins to the 
priest, surely he had taken hold of it, and 
had not quit it. 



1 Tostatus in Lot. L qnnst. 15; Ainsworth on 
Ley. i. 4. 

s Deinde nee Jndssi confitebantnr peccata omnia ex- 
acte, accurate, sicut nos ; non enim peccata interna 
et mentalia, sed solum externa, qnee opere ipso con- 
Bummat essent, et in exteriorem actum transiissent, 
etc. Tertio, nee Judsei omnia externa peccata in 
confessione declarabant, sed prsesertim notoria et 
publica, ut fert opinio probabilior. 



CHAPTER XIII. 

MR PRYNNE'S argument FROM I COR. X. 

(which he takes to be unanswerable) 
discussed and confuted. 

Mr Prynne, in the 15th page of his Vin- 
dication, endeavoureth to prove that spiri- 
tual pollution, by reason of gross and scan- 
dalous sins, did not debar mem that were 
circumcised from the passover, "as (saith he) 
Paul expressly determines, 1 Cor. x. 1 — 10 
(an unanswerable text to this purpose), 
'Moreover, brethren, I would not that ye 
should be ignorant that (the text saith how 
that) all our fathers were under the cloud, 
and all passed through the sea, and were all 
baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the 
sea ; and did all eat the same spiritual meat 
(to wit the passover and manna), and did all 
arink of the same spiritual drink ; for they 
drank of the rock that followed them, and 
that rock was Christ.' But perhaps all 
these communicants were visible saints, free 
from any legal pollution, at least not tainted 
with anv scandalous sin. The Apostle, to 
take off this evasion, subjoins in the very 
next words, * But with many of them, God 
was not well pleased,' &c. So that the Is- 
raelites, being once circumcised, were all 
adniitted to eat the passover, though some 
of them were idolaters ; others lusters after 
evil things ; others fornicators; others temp- 
ters of Christ; others murmurers ac^nst 
God and Moses." The same argument he 
hinteth, p. 9, to prove the like under the 
gospel. It is one of Erastus's arguments. 
Confirm, Thes,, p. 118, 119, and as colour- 
able as any other, yet not unanswerable as 
Mr Prynne holds. 

For, 1. Though he saith the Apostle clear- 
ly determines that those who were tainted 
with gross and scandalous sins were admit- 
ted to the passover, yet I find nothing of 
the passover, either in the text or in the 
sense of any interpreter which I have looked 
upon ; nay, it did not so much as fall in the 
thoughts of Erastus himself; for Beza hav- 
ing objected to him, that he ought to have 
compared our sacraments with the purely 
sacred feasts in the Old Testament rather 
than with the manna, and with the water of 
the rock, which were for corporal nourish- 
ment, Erastus replieth nothing concerning 
the passover (which had been nis best an- 
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swer if he had seen any probability for it), 
only he saith, that he compareth our sacra- 
ments with the manna and the water of the 
rock, as the Apostle doth before him. 

2. The text itself seemeth rather to de- 
termine clearly that the passover is not 
there intended; for all the other particulars 
there mentioned did agree to all the Is- 
raelites, men, women, and children : all 
these were under the cloud, and all these 
passed through the sea, and all these drank 
of the water of the rock ; and why shall we 
not understand that all these did also eat of 
the same ^iritual meat, that is, of the man- 
na, not of the passover, of which women 
and children under thirteen years of age 
did not eat? Neither did all the males 
above thirteen years eat of it ; for the un- 
clean were excluded by the law : those that 
were in a journey did not eat of it, nor the 
hired servant. The sick, saith Erastus, did 
not eat of it : the Jews exclude also the 
dumb and the deaf. If it be said that ver. 
1 speaketh only of the fathers, and that 
therefore the text is not to be understood of 
women and children also, I answer. This is 
as inconsequent as if one would argue, Paul 
saith, " Men, brethren, and fathers," there- 
fore no women were among that multitude 
of the people. Acts xxi. 35, 36, 39, 40 ; or 
thus the Apostle saith, " Brethren, pray for 
us," therefore he desires not believing sifters 
to pray for him. In this same text in hand 
the Apostle speaks to the whole church of 
Corintn, to make them afraid of God's judg- 
ments if they sin as the Israelites did. If 
he had argued only from the sin and judg- 
ment of the men, and not also of the women 
in the wilderness, the women in Corinth had 
so much the less applied it to themselves. 
But if I should grant (which will never be 
proved), that by the fathers are understood 
the men only, yet it cannot be said, that as 
all the men of Israel were baptized in the 
cloud and sea, and all of them drank of the 
same spiritual drink which came out of the 
rock, so all of them did eat the passover; 
for even of the males divers were excluded 
from the passover, as the unclean, the hired 
servant, the child, the sick, &c., so that this 
would make the Apostle's argumentation, 
running upon a five-told all, to hang ill to- 
gether. I had not insisted at all upon this, 
but to show the weak grounds of Mr rrynne's 
strong confidence. 

3. If this argument of his hold good, he 
must grant, by analogy, that all baptized 



persons must be admitted to the Lord's ta- 
ble, though they be idolaters, fornicators, 
&c., which, as it is contrary to the ordinance 
of parUament, so to his own professed tenets ; 
for he professeth otherwhere, he is not for 
the admission of scandalous persons to the 
sacrament, and that he woula have them, in 
case of obstinacy, not only suspended from 
the sacrament, but excommunicated from all 
other ordinances, till public satisfaction givto 
for the scandal, and till external symptoms 
of repentance appear. So The Antidote ani- 
madverted tells us, and his own Vindica^ 
tion, p. 50. If this be his mind, then it is 
incumbent to him to loose his own knot — 
all circumcised persons, though tainted with 
gross scandalous sins, as idolatry and forni- 
cation, were admitted to the passover, and so 
it ought to be under the gospel. If he say 
that those scandalous sinners in the wilder- 
ness had not been admonished, were not 
obstinate, or that they professed repentance 
and promised amendment, and did not, in 
the meanwhile, persevere in their wicked- 
ness, but satisfied for the scandal : First, 
How proves he that ? Next, In so saying 
he will answer for us as well as for himself; 
and his argument (if all granted) cannot 
prove that such scandalous sinners as have 
manifest symptoms of impenitency, or do 
not confess and forsake 4eir sin, may be 
admitted to the Lord's table. 

4. The manna, and the water out of the 
rock, though they had a spiritual and evan- 
gelical signification, and did typify Jesus 
Christ, yet they were also the ordinary food 
and drink of the people in the wilderness ; 
so that if scandalous sinners had been ex- 
cluded from partaking of these, they had 
been deprived of their ordinary daily corpo- 
ral nourishment, which makes a vast difi^r- 
ence between their case in the wilderness, 
and ours at the Lord's table. 

5. The Apostle speaks of those scandalous 
sins as committed not before, but after the 
eating of that spiritual meat, and drinking 
of that spiritual drink. First, This is clear 
of their baptism in the cloud and in the 
sea, £xod. xiv., before any of the gross and 
scandalous sins there mentioned were com- 
mitted ; and therefore was not pertinent to 
be objected. Immediately thereafter they 
did eat of the spiritual meat, that is, of the 
manna, £xod. xvi., and drank of the spiri- 
tual drink, that is, of the water out of the 
rock which followed them, Exod. xvii., " to 
give drink to my people, my chosen, saith 
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the Lord," Isa. zliii. 20. Now, after those 
men had eaten of the spiritual meat, and 
drank of the spiritual drink, they did fall 
into idolatry, fornication, &c., and this is all 
which the Apostle saith, thereby warning 
the Corinthians not to presume upon their 
partaking in the ordinances, nor to think 
all well with themselves because they were 
baptized, and had eaten and drank at the 
Lord's table ; for ailer all this they had 
need to take heed, lest they fall in foul sins, 
and lust after evil things, and so draw upon 
themselves the heavier judgments. Inat 
which Mr Prynne takes for granted (upon a 
marvellous mistake of the Apostle's words) 
he hath vet to prove, that is, toat afler some 
of them had fallen into idolatry, others into 
fornication, others into murmuring against 
God, those who were known to have com- 
mitted those gross and scandalous sins were 
allowed and admitted, as before, to eat of 
the spiritual meat, and drink of the spiritual 
drink. I mean not only the passover (which 
is not at all meant in this text), but even 
from the manna and the water of the rock 
those scandalous sinners were cut off by 
death, except such of them as did repent 
and turn, for whom atonement was made to 
God. As soon as Moses came into the 
camp, he gave a charge to slay every man 
his brother, and every man his companion, 
which had committed the sin of idolatry; 
and for the rest who survived Moses made 
atonement, and got an answer of peace from 
God concerning them, Exod. xxxii. and 
xxxiii. We read also that the Lord plagued 
the people because of their idolatry, £xod. 
xxxii. 35 ; and the people did mourn and 
humble themselves, and cast off their orna- 
ments, Exod. xxxiii. 4 ; so that (I am sure) 
the first case mentioned by the Apostle 
maketh much against our opposites. The 
second example is the matter of Peer, where 
they did fall both into idolatry and fornica- 
tion together. But what came of it? Moses 
gave a charge to the judges of Israel to slay 
every one his men that were joined to Baal- 
Peor, Num. xxv. 7 ; and there died also of 
the plague 24,000, ver. 9. But what was 
the people's part in repenting? Verse 6 
teUs us, that " all the congregation of the 
children of Israel were weeping before the 
door of the tabernacle of the congregation;" 
and for those that remained alive, Pninehas 
made atonement, and the Lord smelled a 
savour of rest, ver. 11, 13. As for the 
third case instanced by the Apostle, which 



is the tempting of Christ, much people of 
Israel died for it, and the remnant did re- 
pent and confess that particular sin, that 
they had ** spoken against the Lord and 
against Moses," and therefore did desire 
Moses to pray unto the Lord for tliem, Num. 
xxi. 6, 7. Lastly, for that of murmuring, 
those that had the chief hand in it died of 
the plague, Num. xiv. 37 ; and " the people 
mourned greatly," and confessed, " we have 
sinned," ver. 39, 40 ; and thus, by searching 
for an answer to our opposites' argument, we 
have found this argument against them : — 

If God himself did execute such discipline 
upon those who were tainted with the gross 
and scandalous sins of idolatry, fornication, 
&c., that he would not permit them to en- 
joy their former liberty of eating of the 
manna, and drinking of the water of the 
rock (being spiritual meat and spiritual 
drink, as tvpifying Christ, though appointed 
of God also for ordinary daily food and 
drink to his people) until they mourned, 
repented, confessed, and atonement was 
made for them, it is much less the will of 
Grod that such scandalous sinners as are 
manifestly impenitent, and manifestly not 
reconciled to God, should be admitted and 
received to the Lord's supper, which is an 
ordinance purely spiritual, ^ut the former 
part is true ; therefore so is the latter. 

6. Another answer I shall add (though I 
need add no more) : Those sins mentioned 
by the Apostle were not scandals given by a 
few persons, nor yet by a few families, nor 
by a tribe, but they were common national 
sins, and so fall not within the verge of our 
controversy, which ii not concerning the 
suspending of a scandalous nation from the 
sacrament for some national sin, but con- 
cerning the suspension of scandalous persons 
for their personal pubUc offences. If it be 
objected unto me that the Apostle saith, 
that some of them were idolaters, and some 
of them did commit fornication, &c., I an- 
swer, When he saith some, he saith so in 
reference to the all which had gone before, 
that is, all the Israehtes who did eat of the 
manna and drink of the water of the rock 
during the forty years in the wilderness suc- 
cessively; so that he makes a distribution of 
Israel in the wilderness, comparing one pas- 
sage with another, not distributmg those 
that lived together at one and the same 
time. And that it must needs be so under- 
stood I prove from Exod. xxxii., where we 
find aU the people falling into idolatry ; so 



Num. xiv. 2, '* And all the children of Is- 
rael murmured a^inst Moees and against 
Aaron." The other two are also called the 
sins of the people and of Israel, and the 
people were punished, and for one of them 
all the heads of the people commanded to 
be hanged, Num. xxi. 5, 6 ; xxv. 3, 4. 
Peradventure every one did not act in each 
of these sins, but yet they were national (as 



we call national) sins, the generality of the 
children of Israel, either acting or partaking 
therein. In such a case Augustine thought 
fit to suspend the exercising of excommuni- 
cation for the sin of drunkenness rather than 
to excommunicate all Afi:ica. 

These are my six answers to Mr Frynne's 
unanswerable argument. 



AN APPENDIX TO THE FIRST BOOK, 

CONTAINING AN ADDITIONAL DEBATE CONCERNING THE JEWISH CHURCH 

GOVERNMENT AND CENSURES. 



I have said enough (as I suppose) of a 
church government and church censures 
distinct from magistracy and civil justice 
among the Jews, whereby the seeming Old 
Testament strength of the Erastians is suf- 
ficiently, yea, abundantly broken ; and now 
it appeareth how ill-grounded l^at asser- 
tion is, which did lately come abroad in the 
discourse entitled. The Difference about 
Church Government JEnded, p. 8, " Mo- 
ses was first the sole ruler, &c. Afterwards, 
when kings reigned in Israel, king Solomon 
put Abiauiar tne high-priest from his office, 
setting up Zadok ; and Pavid distinguished 
the courses of the priests ; and other godly 
kings, from time to time, ruled in things 
ecclesiastical, and priests never, till that 
afler their return from the Babylonish cap- 
tivity," &c. And no better grounded are 
the first five questions in Mr Prynne's2>io- 
trephes Catechised, in which he doth inti- 
mate that there was no distihct ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction among the Jews; and that all 
scandalous sins and offences now pretended to 
be of ecclesiastical cognisance, were, by God's 
own institution, throughout the Old Testa- 
ment, inquirable, examinable, determinable, 
and punishable, only by the temporal ma- 
gistrates or civil powers, not by any ecclesi- 
astical persons or officers. But when he 
should prove that there was no ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction distinct fix)m the civil, he brings 
many scriptures to prove that there was a 
civil jurisdiction, and civil or temporal pun- 



ishments in the Old Testament. How cold 
the consequence fi^)m hence,will be, against 
church government, the intelligent reader 
cannot but perceive. 

The most of that strength which doth 
militate against these Erastian principles 
is presented and drawn up in this j^reced- 
ing book. That which I now intend is only 
an additional debate. 

And first of all it is to be observed, that 
the same point of controversy is debated with 
the Anabaptists,^ they holding, as the Eras- 
tians do, that in the Old Testament there 
was but one kind of government, one kind 
of jurisdiction, one kind of punishment, and 
that it was civil or temporal ; but an eccle- 
siastical judicature or censure in the Old 
Testament they deny, wherein they are 
contradicted by those that write against 
them. 



1 See Ampsingias Disp. Ady. Anabapt., p. 276, 
Job. Cloppenburg. in Gangrffina TheoL Anabapt. 
part. 3, Disp. 11, citeth these words ont of a book 
of the Anabaptists, de Censor. Eccles. : " Ante ad- 
ventum Christi tempore veteris, Testamenti, uni- 
cum tantum institatnm foisse regimen, ac non nisi 
nnicam pnnitionem, videlicet a magistratn ezercen- 
dam secundum scriptam legem a Mose traditam: 
qua luendum erat vel in bonis yel in corpore, ac 
sustinenda aut Mors, aut career, aut mulcta pecu- 
niaria: quss omnia politici erant, non ecclesiastici 
judicii." In opposition hereunto he addeth. " In 
ecclesiis reformatis creditor ex yerbo Dei, fnisse a 
Deo jam ollm in U.T. institutum duplex regimen, 
duplici officio gubernationis, qua politicas, qua ec- 
clesiasticaB, distinctum." 

I 
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Secondly, We must distinguish with great 
caution, and (as they say) cum grano salis, 
between that which was ordinary, and that 
which was extraordinary in the Jewish go- 
vernment. We cannot, from extraordinary 
cases, coUect and conclude that which was 
the fixed, settled, ordinary rule. The exam- 
ples which have been alleged for the admin- 
istration of church government, the purging 
away of scandals, the ordering of the minis- 
try in the Old Testament by the temporal 
magistrate or civil powers only, and by their 
own immediate authority, how truly alleged, 
or how rightly apprehended, shall appear 
by and by : this I say for the present, di- 
vers of them were extraordinary cases, and 
are recorded as precedents for godly magis- 
trates' duty and authority, not in a reformed 
and constituted church,^ but in a church 
which is full of disorders and wholly out of 
course, needing reformation. So that the 
Erastian arguments drawn from those exam- 
ples, for investing the magistrate with the 
whole and sole power of government and 
jurisdiction in ecclesiastical affairs, are no 
whit better than the popish and prelatical 
arguments for the lawfulness of the civil 
power and places of clergymen (as they 
called them), drawn from some extraordi- 
nary examples of Aaron's joining with Mo- 
ses, and Eleazar with Joshua, in civil business 
of greatest consequence ; of the administra- 
tion and government of the commonwealth 
by Eli the priest, and by Samuel the pro- 
phet ; of the anointing of Jehu to be king 
by Elisha ; of the kiUing of Athahah, and 
the making of Joash king, by the authority 
of Jehoiada the priest ; of the withstanding 
and thrusting out of king Uzziah by four- 
score valiant men of the priests, and such 
like cases. Mr Prynne himself, in his Dio- 
trephes Catechised^ p. 4, noteth that Ezra 
the priest received a special commission from 
Artaxerxes, to set magistrates and judges 
which might judge all the people, Ezra vii. 
11, 26, from all which it appeareth, that as 
priests did extraordinary some things which 
ordinarily belonged to magistracy, so magis- 
trates did extraordinarily that which ordi- 
narily did not belong to their administra- 
tion. I conclude this point with a passage 
in the Second Book of the Discipline of the 

1 Dr Parens in Dent. xvii. Jndicia ecclesiastica 
ad ecclesiam pertinent secundum yerbum Del Ma- 
gistratns nihil ominus est cnstos utriusque tabulae, 
et ceslantibns, sacerdotibns vel degenerantibus, de- 
bet reformare secundum legem. 



Church of Scotland, chap. 10 : " And al- 
though ungs and princes that be godly, 
sometimes by their own authority, when the 
church is corrupted, and all things out of 
order, place ministers, and restore the true 
service of the Lord, after the example of 
some godly kings of Judah, and divers godly 
emperors and kings also in the light of the 
New Testament, yet where the ministry of 
the church is once lawfully constituted, and 
they that are placed do their office faith- 
fully, all godly princes and magistrates ought 
to hear and obey their voice, and reverence 
the majesty of the Son of God speaking in 
them." 

In the third place, let us take a particular 
survey of such objections, from which the 
Erastians do conclude that the power of 
church government in the Old Testament 
was only in the hand of the magistrate. 

And first, concerning Moses, it is objected 
that he, being the supreme magistrate, did 
give laws and ordinances for ordering the 
church in things pertaining to Grod. 

Ans. This he did as a prophet from the 
mouth of the Lord, yea, as a type of Jesus 
Christ the Great Prophet, Deut. xviii. 16, 
18, not as civil magistrate. 

Ohj, 2. We read not of an ecclesiastical 
sanhedrim adjoined with Moses, but only of 
a civil sanhedrim. Num. xi. Neither doth 
the Talmud mention any supreme sanhe- 
drim but one. 

Ans, 1. If those seventy elders. Num. xi., 
be understood only of the civil sanhedrim 
(which some do not admit, though for my 
part I do not gainsay it), yet we read of the 
constitution of another sanhedrim or assem- 
bly of seventy before them, which I have 
before proved from Exod. xxiv. 1. 

2. And if there had been no distinct 
ecclesiastical sanhedrim in Moses' time, yet 
by the law, Deut xvii., when the people 
came into the land of promise, they were to 
have two distinct courts in the place which 
the Lord should choose : of which also be- 
fore. And whereas Mr Prynne, in his Dio- 
trephes Catechised, quest. 2, intimateth, 
that by the law, Deut. xvii., the priests 
were only jointly and together with the 
temporal judges to resolve hard civil cases 
or controversies, — this sense can neither 
agree with the disjunction in the text, ver. 
12, the man that will not hearken "unto 
the priest, or unto the judge," nor yet with 
the received interpretation of those words, 
" between stroke and stroke," that is, " be- 




tween leprosy and leprosy;" the decision 
whereof is nowhere in Scripture found to be 
either committed unto or assumed by the 
civil judge. As for the Talmud, that of 
Babylon was not begun to be compiled be- 
fore the year of Christ 367, nor finished 
before the year of Christ 500. The Jeru- 
salem Talmud can pretend to no greater 
antiquity than the year of Christ 230, so 
that both were collected long after the dis- 
solution of the sanhedrim and government 
of the Jews. No marvel, therefore, if these 
declining times did wear out the memory of 
some paJt of their former government. 

Obj. 3. The king was, by Grod's appoint- 
ment, entrusted with the custody of the book 
of the law, Deut. xvii. 18 ; 2 Kings x. 12. 

Ans, 1, The principal charge of the cus- 
tody of the law was committed to the priests 
and Levites, Deut. xxxi. 9 ; xxiv. 25, 26. 
Of the king it is only said, Deut. xvii. 18, 
" That he shall write him a copy of this law 
in a book, out of that which is before the 
priests and Levites." 

2. I heartily yield that a lawful magis- 
trate, whether Christian or heathen, ought 
to be a keeper or guardian of both tables ; 
and, as God's vicegerent, hath authority to 
punish heinous sins against either table, by 
civil or corporal punisnments, which proves 
nothing against a distinct church govern- 
ment for Keeping pure the ordinances of 
Christ. 

Obj. 4. King David did appoint the offices 
of the Levites, and divided their courses, 
1 Chron. xxiii ; so likewise did Solomon ap- 

E>int the courses and charges of the priests, 
evites and porters, in the temple. 

Ans, David did not this thing as a king, 
but as a prophet, 2 Chron, viii. 14, " For 
so had David the man of God commanded ;" 
the same thing being also commanded by 
other prophets of the Lord, 2 Chron. xxix. 
25, " According to the commandment of 
David, and of Gad the king's seer, and Na- 
than the prophet, for so was the command- 
ment of the Lord by his prophets," which 
cleareth also Solomon's part; for (beside 
that himself also was a prophet) he received 
from David, the man of God, a pattern of 
that which he was to do in the work of the 
house of the Lord, and directions concern- 
ing the courses of the Levites, 1 Chron. 
xxviii. 11 — 13 ; 2 Chron. viii. 14. 

Obj. 5. King Solomon deposed Abiathar 
from his priesthood, and did put Zadok in 
his place. 



Ans, 1, Abiathar was guilty of high trea- 
son for assisting and aiding Adonijah against 
Solomon, whom not only his father David, 
but God himself had designed to the crown ; 
so that the crime was of civil cognisance, and 
Abiathar deserved to die for it. That which 
Solomon did was an emeUeia, a moderation 
of the punishment, as Strigelius calls it; when 
Solomon might justly have put him to death, 
he only banisheth him from Jerusalem to 
Anathoth, there to enjoy his own inheri- 
tance, to live a private life, and no more to 
intermeddle in state affairs. Wherefore this 
example doth belong to the case of a capital 
crime committed by a minister, but not to 
the case of scandal or maladministration in 
his ministry. 

2. Neither did Solomon directly or inten- 
tionally put Abiathar from the priesthood 
for that offence, but by consequence it fol- 
lowed upon his banishment from Jerusalem, 
the place where the high-priest was to exer- 
cise his calling, 1 Kings ii. 27, " So (that is, 
in respect of banishment from Jerusalem, 
mentioned in the verse immediately preced- 
ing) Solomon thrust out Abiathar from be- 
ing priest unto the Lord." A minister now 
banished is not thereby thrust out from all 
exercise of his ministry, for he may exercise 
it in another place ; but Abiathar, being 
thrust out from Jerusalem, was eo ipso thrust 
from the calling of the high -priest, which 
was necessarily to be exercised in that place. 

3. Solomon being a prophet, who Knows 
what warrants he had more than ordinary 
for that which he did to Abiathai* ? That 
it was not without an extraordinary divine 
instinct some collect from the next words : 
" That he (Solomon) might fulfil the word 
of the Lord which he spake concerning the 
house of Eli in Shilo." 

4. As for the investing of Zadok with 
the place and authority oi the high-priest, 
it doth not prove that the magistrate hath 
a constitutive power to make or authorise 
church-officers ; for Zadok had been for- 
merly chosen by the congregation of Israel, 
and anointed to be hign-priest, 1 Chron. 
xxix. 22, yea, he did fall to the place, jure 
divinOf for the high priesthood was given to 
Eleazar, the eldest son of Aai*on, and was to 
remain in the family of Eleazar, from whom 
Zadok had lineally descended; whereas Abi- 
athar was not of the family of Eleazar, but 
of the family of Ithamar. 

Obj, 6. Hezekiah did apply his regal 
power to the reformation of tlie Levites and 
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to the purging of the temple, 2 Chron. xxix. 
5 ; and did a^K) appoint the courses of the 
priests and Levites, every man according to 
nis service, 2 Chron. xxxi. ; so likewise did 
king Josiah, 2 Chron. xxxv. 

Ans, Hezekiah, in exhorting the Levites 
to sanctify themselves, and to cleanse the 
temple, doth require no other thing than 
the law of Grod did require. Num. viii. 6, 
11, 15 ; xviii. 32 ; which Hezekiah himself 
pointeth at, 2 Chron. xxix. 11. And why 
Should not the magistnite command minis- 
ters to do the duties of their calling, accord- 
ing to the word of God ? As for his ap- 
pointing of the courses of the priests and 
Levites, he did nothing therein but what 
the Lord had commanded by his prophets, 
2 Chron. xxix. 25. The like I answer con- 
cerning king Josiah, for it is recorded that 
what he did, was afler the writing of David 
and Solomon, 2 Chron. xxxv. 4 ; *^ And ac- 
cording to the commandment of David, and 
Asaph, and Heman, and Jeduthun, the 
king's seer," ver. 15 ; '* as it is written in 
the book of Moses," ver. 12. 

Obj. 7. King Joash, while he yet did 
right, in the oays of Jehoiada tlie priest, 
sent the priests and Levites to gather from 
all Israel a collection for repairing the 
house of the Lord; and when they dealt 
negligently in this business, he discharged 
them to receive any more money so col- 
lected. 

Ans, Joash did impose no other collec- 
tions but those qtuB divino jure dehehan" 
tuTj which were due by divine right, saith 
Wolphius in 2 Kings xii. The thing was 
expressly commanded in the law of Moses ; 
compare 2 Chron. xxiv. 6 ; Exod. xxx. 12 
— 14. As for the king's prohibition after- 
wards laid upon the priests : 1. The priests 
had still neglected the work till the three- 
and-twentieth year of his reign was come. 
2. The priests themselves consented to re- 
ceive no more money. 3, The high-priest 
had still a chief hand in the managing of 
that business, in which also the priests that 
kept the door had an interest, all which is 
plain from 2 Kings xii. 6 — 10. And be- 
side all this, it was a money matter, con- 
cerning the hiring and paying of workmen, 
and so did belong to to. I£w, to the extrin- 
sical, not to the intrinsical things of the 
church. 

Obj. 8. The kings of the Jews have 
purged the land from idolatry and super- 
stition, have broken down altars, cut down 



groves, destroyed high places, and such like 
idolatrous monuments. 

Ans, This was nothing but what was 
commanded in the law of Moses, where- 
unto also the secular coercive power was 
necessary. 

Let it be remembered concerning those 
godly reforming kings of Judah. 1. The 
case was extraordinary, no matter of ordi- 
nary government. 2. Their reformation was 
jure divino, the law of God was the rule, 
and jus divinum was not then startled at, 
but embraced. 3. Sometime also the re- 
formation was not without an assembly of 
the prophets, priests and elders, as 2 l^ngs 
xxiii. 1. 

Obj. 9. Mr Prynne, in his Diotrephes 
Catechised, quest. 2, starteth another ob- 
jection from 2 (3iron. xix., asking, " Whether 
it be not clearly meant, that as king Josiah 
himself fhe should have said Jehosnaphat) 
did, by nis own regal authority, appoint 
judges in the land and in Jerusalem, in 
the preceding verses (5 — 10), to deter- 
mine all controversies, and punish all offences 
whatsoever, according to the laws of Grod 
and that kingdom, so he did by the self- 
same regal authority appoint Amariah, then 
chief-priest, over the prieste and Levites 
only (implied in the word j/ou, not over the 
people of the land), in all matters of the 
Lord, that is, to order, direct the priests 
and Levites under him in their several 
courses, and all matters whatsoever concern- 
ing the worship," &c. 

Ans. 1. Mr Prynne will never prove 
from that text that Jehoshaphat, by his re- 
gal authority, did appoint or set Amariah 
the chief-priest to be over the rest. The 
English translators express the sense by 
interlacing the word m, ver. 11, " And 
behold Amariah the chief-priest is over 
you in all matters of the Lord." 2. To 
restrict the word you to the priests and 
Levites onlv is an intolerable wresting of 
the text; K>r all these relatives, ver. 9 — 
11, them, ye, you, must needs repeat the 
antecedent, ver. 8, and so relate to the chief 
of the fathers of Israel, as well as to the 
priests and Levites. So that these words, 
" Amariah the chief priest is over you," are 
spoken to the sanhedrim; and me plain 
meaning is, that Amariah the chief-priest 
was at that time the nasi, or princes sen- 
atus, the prince or chief ruler of the senate, 
as Grotius expounds it. 3. That the high- 
priest was a ruler of the people as well as 
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of the priests and Levites, is manifest from 
Acts xxiii. 5, where Paul applieth to the 
high-priest that law, " Thou shalt not speak 
evil 01 the ruler of thy people." 4. Where- 
fore to retort the objection, Mr Prynne doth 
here acknowledge upon the matter two dis- 
tinct governments to have been at that time, 
one civil, another ecclesiastical; distinct, I 
say, both objectively and subjectively: ob^ 
jectivdy^ for he expounds t?ie LorcTs mat- 
ters to be meant of the sacrifices and other 
services in the temple, the king*s matters he 
takes to be the king's household, lands, re- 
venues; subjectivdy also, for he yieldeth 
upon the matter both Amariah and Zebe- 
diah to have had a certain ruling or govern- 
ing power in ordering and directing those 
over whom they were set, which well agreeth 
both with the version of the LXX. (giving 
the name of fiyov$Aevos both to the one and 
to the other), and with the original ; for he 
that is over the sandedrim itself must needs 
be a ruler. 

Obj, 10. The causes of leprosy, Lev. xiii., 
xiv., and jealousy, Num. v. are " the only 
cases wherein the priests were appointed to 
be as judges in the Old Testament." So 
Mr Prynne in his Diotrephes Catechised, 
quest. 3. 

Ans. 1. If the priests were judges in 
these cases, then (so far at least) there was 
a judging, decisive, binding sentence of the 
priests, distinct from and not subordinate 
unto the civil magistracy. 2. But that these 
two were the only cases wherein the priests 
were appointed to be as judges is easily 
confuted, being an assertion contrary to di- 
vers texts of Scripture, as, first, Deut. xxi. 
5, in the trial of secret murder, the law ap- 
pointeth thus, '' And the priests, the sons of 
Levi, shall come near, &c., and by their 
word shall every controversy and every 
stroke be tried," that is, every controversy 
which was to be ended by purgations or pu- 
rifications, oaths or confession, as Pelargus 
noteth upon the place. There is also a general 
comprehensive expression concerning the 
priests' judging and deciding of contro- 
versies ibrensic^y, Ezek. xliv. 24, '* And 
in controversy they shaU stand in judgment, 
and they shall judge it according to my 
judgments." Li&ewise Deut. xvii. 8, 9, 12, 
the priest as well as the iudge hath au- 
thority to give forth a binding decree con. 
coming hard matters brought from inferior 
courts to Jerusalem. Again, 2 Chron. xxiii. 
19, the porters of the temple (that is, the 



priests that kept the door, as they are de- 
signed, 2 Kings xii. 9, of whom also it is 
said, that Jehoiada the high-priest *' ap- 

rinted officers over the house of the Lord," 
Kings xi. 18, which text Grotius, follow- 
ing Josephus, doth parallel with 2 Chron. 
xxiii. 19) had this charge, ^* that none 
which was unclean in anything should enter 
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Obj. 11. If the priests' power of judging 
reached further than the cases of lepro^ 
and lealousy, the most was to ludge of such 
as wire unciean in anything, ani that ao 
cording to their sentence the unclean were 
to be excluded. 

Ans. Not to insist now upon these texts, 
Deut. xvii. 9, 12 ; xxi. 5 ; Ezek. xliv. 24, 
which hold forth the juridical power of the 
priests more generally and comprehensively, 
without restricting it to cases of clean and 
unclean only, nor yet to repeat divers 
other answers before given, in answer to 
Erastus and Mr Prynne, concerning legal 
and moral uncleanness, I shall here only 
give this one answer out of that text, 2 
Chron. xxiii. 19, '^ none which was unclean 
in anything." Wliat cogent argument can 
now restrict this text, concerning the exclu- 
sion of unclean persons from the temple, to 
such only who were legally or ceremonially 
unclean ? If we shoum suppose and grant 
that it is meant only of the legal unclean- 
ness, yet both by analogy and d fortiori 
that text affordeth an argument against the 
Erastians, and I have accordingly made use 
of it before ; yet, nevertheless, I believe it 
will puzzle them to prove that this text 
doth not comprehend those also that were 
morally unclean ; that is, scandalous profane 
persons. For my part I do believe that it 
IS meant of keeping back those that were 
morally unclean, as well as those that were 
ceremonially such. And my reasons are 
these, 1. The text saith generally, *' none 
which was unclean in anything," or as the 
LXX. have it, aKaOaproi eif wavra Xoyor, 
such as were unclean in every or any word, 
or (if you will) against any word, that is, 
against any commandment of the law. 2. 
Because impiety, profaneness, and wicked- 
ness, hath the name of uncleanness, even in 
the Old Testament, and such as commit sin 
and ungodliness are called unclean, and are 
said to defile themselves, as well as those 
that were lewdly unclean. I shaU not need 
to expound Lev. v. 3, " If he touch the un- 
cleanness of man, whatsoever uncleanness it 
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be that a man shall be defiled withal," 
as if it were meant of fellowship with 
scandalous sinners ; which is Origen's in- 
terpretation, hom 3, in Lev., who also tak- 
eth a commentary to that text from 1 Cor. 
V. 11. It will have more weight in it 
to observe Targum Onkelos, Deut. xxiii. 
2, where the law concerning mamzer, a bas- 
tard or whore's son, is thus explained : " A 
bastard shall not be clean that ne may enter 
into the congregation of the Lord : even unto 
the tenth generation his sons shall not be 
clean, that they may enter into the congre- 
gation of the Lord." But I will give yet 
surer warrants for what I say : Job. xxxvi. 
14, " Their life is among the unclean," that 
is (as Pagnin, following the Chaldee Para- 

5hrase, expresseth it), inter scortatores; 
erome, inter effceminatos ; others, inter 
impudicos ; the same word is rendered 6o- 
domites, 1 Kings xiv. 24. It cometh from 
{ynp, which €v^iifiwgf or per Antiphrasin 
signifieth to be impure or unclean, and it is 
used of the legal uncleanness; Deut. xxii. 
9, " Lest the fruit of thy vineyard be de- 
filed." So Hag. ii. 13, 14, both he that 
touched a dead body, and he that tres- 
passed against the moral law, is tiD\2 ^^~ 
clean ; for after the resolution concerning 
that which was legally unclean, it is added, 
'* So is this people, and so is this nation be- 
fore me, saith the Lord; and so is eveiy 
work of their hands, and that which they 
offer there is unclean." The same name is 
given to an ungodly person, Eccl. ix. 2, 
where the godly person is called the clean ; 
the notorious scandalous profane person is 
called the unclean. So wickedness is fre- 
quently called uncleanness ^ as Ezra ix. 11; 
£zek. xxxvi. 26 ; Zech. xiii. 1. I will here 
add a testimony of Maimonides in More 
Nevochim, part 3, cap. 47 : " Hence also the 
transgression of the commandment is called 
uncleanness or pollution, and it is said of the 
principal and fundamental commandments, 
of idolatry, of uncovering the nakedness, of 
the shedding of blood. Of idolatry it is 
said, Lev. xx. 3, ' Because he hath given of 
his seed unto Molech to defile my sanctuary, 
and to profane my holy name.' Of the 
uncovering of the nakedness. Lev. xviii. 24, 
' Defile not yourselves in any of these things.' 
Of the shedding of blood. Num. xxxv. 
33, 34, ' Defile not therefore the land 
wherein ye dwelL' Wherefore this word 
uncleanness or defilement is said of three 
sorts of things : First, Of a man's qualities, 



and of his transgressions of the command- 
ments, whether theoretical or practical (that 
is, which concern either doctrine or his con- 
versation). Secondly, Of external filthiness 
and defilements, &c. Tliirdly, Of these ima- 
ginary things, that is, the touching or carry- 
mg upon the shoulders some unclean thing," 
&c. Add hereunto the observation of Dru- 
sius, de Tribus Sect, Judceor.^ lib. 2, num. 
82—84. The Pharisees did account sin- 
ners and profane persons to be unclean, and 
thought themselves polluted by the company 
of such persons ; for which reason also they 
used to wash when they came from the mar- 
ket. Though there was a superstition in 
this ceremony, yet the opinion that profane 
persons are unclean persons, and to be 
avoided for uncleanness, had come from the 
purest antiquities of the Jews, even from 
Moses and the prophets. Since, therefore, 
both in the Ola Testament phrase, and in 
the usual language of the Jews themselves, 
a scandalous profane person was called an 
unclean person, it is to me more than proba- 
ble that where I read, " None which was 
unclean in anything should enter in," it is 
meant, of those that were morally unclean by 
a scandalous wicked conversation, no less, 
yea, much more, than of those that were 
only ceremonially unclean. 3. Especially 
considering that the sanctuary was profaned 
and polluted by the moral uncleanness of 
sin, and by profane persons entering into it, 
as is manifest from Lev. xx. 3 ; Ezra xxiii. 
39. How can it then be imagined that those 
priests whose charge it was to keep back 
those that were unclean in anything, would 
admit and receive such as were not only 
unclean persons in the language of Scripture 
and of the Jews themselves, but were also, by 
express scriptures, declared to be defilers or 
polluters of the sanctuary ? 4. It is said of 
the high-priest. Lev. xvi. 16, " And he shall 
make atonement for the holy place, because 
of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, 
and because of their transgressions in all 
their sins ;" or from their uncleanness, and 
from their transgressions, as the Chaldee 
and the LXX. have it : the sense is the 
same ; and it showeth that the holy place 
was made unclean by the transgressions and 
sins of the children of Israel, which unclean- 
ness of transgression, if it were visible, pub- 
lic and notorious, then the priests had failed 
in admitting such to the holy place. 

Obj. 12. Throughout the Old Testa-ment 
we read only of temporal punishments, as 
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burning, hanging, stoning, fines, stripes, and 
the like, but never of excommunication or 
any church censure. Neither did the Jews 
know the distinction of laws ecclesiastical 
and laws civil, causes ecclesiastical and causes 
civil ; for the church of the Jews was their 
commonwealth, and their commonwealth was 
their church, and the government of church 
and state among them was one and the same. 
Their civil lawyers were also expositors or 
doctors of the law of God. 

Ans, That in the Jewish church there 
was an ecclesiastical censure or punishment 
distinct from the civil I have proved in this 
preceding book, both from Scripture and the 
Jewish antiquities. And if there were no 
more but the sequestration or separation 
fi*om the temple or fi^om the passover, for 
such legal uncleanness as did not separate a 
man from his house, nor from all company 
of men, even that alone proves a kind of 
censure distinct from all civil punishment. 
Neither did it belong to the magistrate or 
civil judge, but to the priests, to examine, 
judge, and determine, concerning cleanness 
or uncleanness, and, consequently, concern- 
ing admission to or separation from the 
temple, passover, and sacrifices. 

Inat the Jewish church and the Jewish 
state were formally distinct, see before, chap. 
2, where it hath been observed that some 
proselytes had the full privileges of the 
Jewish church, though none of them had 
the full privileges of the Jewish common- 
wealth. The like I have read of the Spa- 
niards, who admit the Moors, or inhabitaiits 
of Morisco, to turn Christians, and receive 
them into ecclesiastical membership and 
communion, but by no means into their 
civil liberties. That the causes of excom- 
munication among them were looked upon 
as scandals, and not as civil injuries, see 
chap. 4. This only I add^ that More Ne- 
vochim^ part 2, chap. 40, doth distinguish 
civil laws from sacred laws, even among the 
people of God, making the scope of the civil 
laws to be the good, safety, and prosperity of 
the commonwealth; the sacred or divine 
laws to concern properly religion and men's 
souls. He that will compare the civil laws 
and penal statutes of the Jews, mentioned in 
JBaba Kama, with their ceremonial laws 
concerning the holy ordinances of God, and 
who should have communion therein, and 
who not, cannot but look upon their church 
and ecclesiastical laws as tbrmally distinct 
from their state and civil laws. Again, he 



that will consider who were the viri synor- 
gogce magncBj the men of the great syna- 
gogue, and what their power and acts were 
hs Dr BuxtorfF describeth the same in his 
Tyberias, cap. 10, 11), and their authori- 
tative determinations concerning the right 
writing, reading, and expounding of the holy 
Scripture, &c., must neeos acknowledge that 
it was senatus ecclesiasticus magnus (as 
BuxtorfF calls it), and that such power and 
acts were incompetent to the civil magis- 
trate. As for their doctors of law and scribes, 
they were the sons of Aaron, yet some way 
diversified in their administrations, Scaliger, 
in Elench, Trihceres Nic, Serar, cap. 11, 
distinguisheth between the yofjLobibdtrKaXoi 
and the vofjitKoly^ that the former were the 
wise men or chief of the scribes who did 
interpret the law, and declare the sense of 
it; the latter did attend civil forensical 
matters. Drusius de Tribus Sect. Jud., 
lib. 2, cap. 13, noteth from Luke xi. 45, 46, 
that there was some distinction between the 
ypafifxariis and the vofjunoi, between the 
scribes and the lawyers, for when Christ 
had spoken of the scribes and Pharisees, 
" Then answered one of the lawyers, and 
said unto him. Master, thus saying, thou re- 
proachest us also. And he said, Woe unto 
you also, ye lawyers." This will be more 
plain by that other distinction observed by 
Lud. de Dieu, in Mat. xxii. 35, and divers 
others, between ypafifjiareis tov pofiov and 
ypufifAaTels tov Xaov, between the scribes of 
the law of God who did interpret the law, 
such as Ezra the priest, and the scribes of 
the people, who were actuarii publiciy pub- 
lic notaries or clerks. Whence it appeareth 
that the offices of scribes and lawyers (al- 
though the persons themselves were of the 
tribe of Levi) were so ordered, as that civil 
and sacred afi'airs might not be confounded. 
Yea, the^scriveners or notaries were of two 
sorts ; for besides those which did attend 
civil courts of justice, &c., there was a chief 
scribe who waited upon the king, and wrote 
unto him a copy of the book of the law, ac- 
cording to that, Deut. xvii. 18. Such a 
scribe was Sheva, 2 Sam. xx. 25; Shaphan, 
2 Kings xxii. 3 — 8; Baruch, Jer. xxxvi. 
Such a scribe had Joash, 2 Kings xii. 10. 
There were divers other scribes for the 



1 Qunm v»fAohiheiv»aXM legem interpretarentui:, 
quod proprium rZf ^»^£/9 vefuxoi vero formulas ju- 
ris prsB Bcriberent, et actiones clviles docerent, et 
forensla magis tractarent. 
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house of the Lord and for the people, whose 
office it was to write and to read the law, 
1 Chron. ii. 55 ; Psal. xlv. 1 ; Jer. viii. 8. 

Ohj. 13. But neither in the Old Testa- 
ment nor in the Tahnudists can there he 
found any ecclesiastical excommunication, 
properly so called. 

Ans, I deny hoth, yea, I have disproved 
hoth. Moreover, as touching the excom- 
munication used in the Jewish church, I 
shall add here these following testimonies of 
Maimonides, in libra yHD Tract, Talmud 
Torah, cap. 6, sect. 10 : ** He that revileth 
a wise man, though after his death, shall he 
excommunicated hy the sanhedrim, hy whom 
also, after repentance, he shall he ahsolved." 
Ih, sect. 11 : '^ He who is excommunicated 
in his town, ought also to he esteemed in all 
other cities and towns as a person excom- 
municated." Answerable hereunto were the 
ancient canons, which did appoint that a 
person excommunicated in his own church 
should not he received to communion in an- 
other church. The twenty-four causes of 
excommunication (above mentioned) he there 
reckoneth forth from sect. 13 to the end of 
the chapter. Again, cap. 7, sect. 12: " What 
is the manner of a simple excommunication, 
or niddui? He that doth excommunicate 
saith. Let that person, N. be in (or under) an 
excommunication or separation. If the per- 
son excommunicated be present, they who 
do excommunicate say unto him. Let this 
person, N. be separated, or excommunicated. 
And when cheremy or the greater excom- 
munication is inflicted, what is the manner? 
They say, Let N. be devoted and accursed ; 
let an execration, adjuration, and separation 
be upon him. But how do they loose the 
person excommunicated, and how do they 
free him from the separation or the curse ? 
They say, Be thou loosed, be thou pardoned. 
If the guilty party be absent, they say. Let 
N. be K)Osed, and let him be pardoned." In 
the same chapter, sect. 8: " if either is there 
any certain space of time predetermined, 
betbre which the bond of the excommunica- 
tion inflicted may not be loosed ; for im- 
mediately, and at the same time, when ex- 
communication is inflicted, it may be loosed, 
if the guilty party do immediately repent, 
and come to himself." Which doth furUier 
set forth the great difference between the 
nature and scope of excommunication, and 
the nature and scope of corporal or civil 
punishments. For how soon soever an ex- 
communicated person giveth good signs of 



true repentance, he is to be loosed from the 
bond of excommunication ; but he that is 
punished in his body or estate for any crime, 
IS not freed from the punishment because 
he is known to be penitent. The repentance 
of a criminal person is no supersedeas to 
civil justice. Thereafter Maimonides pro- 
ceedeth thus: '^ Yet if it seem good to the 
sanhedrim that any man shall be left in the 
state of excommunication, for how many 
years shall he be left in excommunication ? 
The sanhedrim will determioe the number 
of years and space of time, according to the 
hemousness of the trespass. So likewise if 
the sanhedrim will, it may devote and sub- 
ject to a curse, first the party himself who is 
guilty of the crime, and then also every other 

Eerson whosoever eateth or drinketh with 
im, or sitteth near unto him, unless at four 
cubits distance ; that so by this means the 
heavier correction may faU upon the sinner, 
and there may be as it were a hedge put 
about the law, which may restrain wicked 
men from transgressing it." Whence ob- 
serve, L It was from the Jewish church, 
that the ancient councils of the Christian 
church took a pattern for determining and 
fixing a certain number of years to the se- 
paration of some heinous offenders from the 
sacrament, and sometimes from other ordi- 
nances also. Though I do not approve this 
thing, either in the Jewish or Christian 
church ; for at what time soever a scandalous 
sinner doth give evident signs of repentance, 
the church ought to receive him again into 
her bosom and fellowship. 2. From the 
Jewish church also was the pattern taken 
for that ancient discipline in the Christian 
church, that he who xeepeth company and 
communion with an excommunicated person 
should fall under the same censure of ex- 
communication ; which thing must be well 
explained and qualified before it can be ap- 
proved. 3. Compare also this passage of 
Maimonides with 1 Cor. v. 11, " With such 
an one no not to eat ;" 2 Thes. iii. 14, 
" Have no company with him, that he may 
be ashamed." Which texts do fitly answer 
to that which the Hebrew writers say of a 
person excommunicated. 4. The excommu- 
nication of an offender among the Jews, was 
intended not only for the offender's humilia- 
tion and amendment, but for an ensample 
to others, that they might hear and fear, and 
do no more any such thing : it was therefore 
a pubhc and exemplary censure. And so 
much of sect. 8. 
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In the 9th and 10th sections Maimonides 
showeth us, that though a wise man was 
allowed to prosecute unto the sentence of 
excommunication one that did revile or ca- 
lumniate him, yet it was more praise-worthy, 
and more agreeable to the example of the 
holy men of God, to pass in silence and to en- 
dure patiently such injuries. Then followeth 
sect. 11, " These thmgs which have been 
said, are to be understood of such reproaches 
and contumelies as are clandestine. For if 
railers do put a public infamy upon a wise 
man, it is not law^l to him to use mdulgence 
or to neglect his honour : and if he shall par- 
don (as to the punishment) him who hath 
hurt his fame, he himself is to be punished, 
because that is a contempt of the law. He 
shall therefore avenge the contumely, and 
not suffer himself to be satisfied, before the 
guilty party hath craved mercy." Here is 
tne true object, or (if you will) the procuring 
and meritorious cause of excommunication, 
viz. not a private, personal, or civil injury, 
which a man may pass by or pardon if he 
will, but a scandalous sin, the scandal where- 
of must be removed and healed, by some 
testimony or declaration of the sinner's re- 
pentance, otherwise he must fall under the 
censure and public shame. 

These testimonies of Maimonides, and the 
observations made thereupon, beside all that 
hath been said, in this preceding book, will 
make it manifest that the spiritual censure 
of excommunication was translated and taken 
from the Jewish church into the Christian 
church. 

Furthermore, beside all the scriptural 
proofs already brought, I shall desire an- 
other text (Neh. xiii. 1 — 3) to be well 
weighed. After the reading of the law 
(Deut. xxiii. 3), that the Ammonite and 
the Moabite should not come into the con- 
gregation of God for ever, " it came to 
pass," saith the text, ** when they heard the 
law, that they separated from Israel all the 
mixed multitude." I conceive that this se- 
paration was a casting out of the church of 
Israel, and is not meant here of a civil sepa- 
ration from honours and privileges, nor yet 
only in reference to the dissolution of un- 
lawful marriages. I understand also, by the 
prohibition of entering into the congregation 
of the Lord, Deut. xxiii. 1 — 3, that such 
were not to be received into church commu- 
nion. Ostendit autem qui a coetihus fide- 
Hum debeant excludi : He showeth who 
ought to be excluded from the assemblies of 



the faithful, saith Aretius, upon Deut. xxiii. 
1. Hie dicitur ecclesia Det atrium mun-' 
dorum, quod non dehebant tales ingredi : 
Here that court of the temple which was 
appointed only for the clean, is called the 
congregation of God, whereunto such per- 
sons ought not to enter, saith Hugo Cardi- 
nalis upon the same place. At^ita lege 
de duabas inimids gentibus anathematiz- 
andis, &c. : Having heard the law concern- 
ing the two hostile nations to be anathe- 
matized or accursed, saith Beda, on Neh. 
xiii., thereupon they separated the mixed 
multitude. Pelargus on Deut. xxiii., citeth 
Theodoret, Procepius, and Rabanus, besides 
the Canonists, for this sense, that the not 
entering into the congregation of the Lord, 
is meant of refusing ecclesiastical, not civil 
privileges. I know that divers others un- 
derstand Deut. xxiii. 1 — 3, of not admit- 
ting unto, and Neh, xiii. 3, of separating 
from, marriages with the Jews, and civfl 
dignities or places of magistrates or rulers 
in that commonwealth ; such an one '* shall 
not enter into the congregation of the Lord," 
— that is, shall not be received into the as- 
sembly or court of judges. But there are 
some reasons which dissuade me from this, 
and incline me to the other interpretation. 

First, The law, Deut. xxiii., being read 
to the people, Neh. xiii. 3, upon the 
hearing of tnat law, " they separated from 
Israel all the mixed multitude." It is not 
to be imagined that all this mixed multitude 
were married to Jews, much less that they 
were all magistrates, rulers, or members of 
courts and judicatures in Israel. But by 
the mixed multitude are meant all such as 
were in Israel, but not of Israel, or such as 
conversed and dwelt among the Jews, and 
had civil fellowship with them, but had no 
part nor portion (by right) in church mem- 
bership and communion ; in which sense also 
the mixed multitude is mentioned, £xod. 
xii. 38 ; Num. xi. 4. 

Secondly, That this separation from Israel 
is to be understood in a spiritual and eccle- 
siastical sense, it appearetn by the instance 
and application immediately added, Neh. 
xiii. 4-— 10. And before this, — ^that is, be- 
fore this separation, Eliashib the priest, 
being allied unto Tobiah, had prepared for 
him a chamber in the courts of the house of 
God ; but now when the separation of the 
mixed multitude was made, Nehemiah did 
cast out the stuff of Tobiah, and commanded 

to cleanse the chambers of the temple which 
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had been defiled by Tobiah. Behold an in- 
stance of the separation in reference to the 
temple or holy place, not to any civil court ! 

Thirdly, The Chaldee Paraphrase helpeth 
me, Deut. xxiii. 1 — 3, for instead of tnese 
words, " shall not enter into the congrega- 
tion of the Lord," Onkelos readeth, *' shall 
not be clean to enter into the congregation 
of the Lord," having respect to the law 
which did forbid unclean persons to enter 
into the temple. Ita isti mundi reputU" 
hantur: So likewise were these (Ammo- 
nites, Moabites, bastards, &c.)esteemed as 
unclean, saith Tostatus in JDeut. xxiii., 
quest. 1. 

Fourthly, Edomites and Egyptians might 
enter into the congregation oT the Lord in 
the third generation, Deut. xxii. 7, 8. Was 
the meaning, that Edomites and Egyptians 
should, in tne third generation, marry with 
the Jews, or be magistrates in Israel, mem- 
bers of the sanhedrim, or judges ? He that 
will think so, will hardly prove that it was 
so. To me it is not at all probable that 
God would allow his people either to marry 
with the Edomites and Egyptians, or to 

? refer them to be magistrates and judges in 
srael, no not in the third generation. But 
it is very probable, that when an Edomite 
or Egyptian came to dwell in the land of 
Israel, as a proselyte indweller, observing 
the seven precepts given to the sons of Noah, 
the children ot that Egyptian or Edomite 
in the third generation might enter into 
the congregation of the Lord, — ^that is, 
might, upon their desire and submission to 
the whole law of Moses, be received as pro- 
selytes of righteousness or of the covenant, 
and so free to come to the court of Israel, 
and in all church relations to be as one of 
the Israelites themselves. 

Fifthly, Philo the Jew, lib. de Victimas 
OfferentihuSy towards the end, tells us that 
their law did prohibit all unworthy persons 
from their sacred assemblies, irfioavtipyei 
wavrai rovs avaliovs inpov avWoyov, From 
the same sacred assemblies of the church, 
he saith that their law did also exclude 
eunuchs and bastards, or such as were born 
€K iropyris (the word used by the LXX. in 
Deut. xxiii. 2), where Philo most certainly 
hath respect to that law, Deut. xxiii., under- 
standing by the congregation of the Lord in 
that place, neither a civil court nor liberty of 
marriage, but the sacred or church assembly. 
There are but two objections which I find 
brought against that which I have been now 



proving. One is from Exod. xii. 48, a law 
which admitteth strangers to the church 
and passover of the Jews, provided they 
were willing to be circumcised. The other 
is from the example of Buth the Moabitess, 
who was a member of the church of Israel. 

To the first I answer, that Exod. xii. 48 
will not prove that every stranger who 'de- 
sired to be circumcised, and to eat the pass- 
over, was to be immediately admitted upon 
that desire, without any more ado ; only it 
proves that before any stranger should eat 
of the passover he must first bo circumcised. 
A stranger might not be aer tsedek^ a prose- 
lyte of righteousness, when he pleased, but 
he was first to be so and so qualified. Be- 
sides this, it may be justly doubted whether 
Deut. xxii. 3 be not an exception from the 
rule, Exod. xii. 48, for all strangers were 
not to be alike soon and readily received to 
be proselytes of righteousness : but a great 
difi^rence there was between those nations 
which God had expressly and particularly 
devoted and accursed, and others not so ac- 
cursed. 

To the other objection concerning Buth, 
Babanus, cited by Pelargus on Deut. xxiii., 
answereth, that tne tenth generation of the 
Moabites was past before that Buth did en- 
ter into the congregation of the Lord. And 
if it had not, yet the case was extraordinary, 
and one swidlow makes not summer. 

Obj, 14. But is there any pattern or pre- 
cedent in the Jewish churcn for keeping 
back scandalous sinners from the sacrament? 

Ans, There is; for I have proved a keep- 
ing back of notorious sinners both from the 
Eassover and from the temple itself, which 
ad a sacramental signification, and was a 
type of Christ and communion with him. 
It is worthy of observation, that by the 
Chaldee Paraphrase, Exod. xii. 43, any 
Israelite who was nDnti^fctn? *° apostate, 
might not eat of the passover. Agam, ver. 
48, yiS^nSDI* ^* omnis profaniLS, So 
the Latin interpreter of Onkelos, " And 
no profane person shall eat of it." The 
word is used not only of a heathen, but 
of any profane person, as Prov. ii. 16, 
where the Chaldee expresseth the whorish 
woman (though a Jewess) by the name of 

>^n*J1^'n- ^^ cometh from ^^n» ^ ^ 
proianed, ^ sancto profanum fieri. Surely 
Onkelas had not thus paraphrased upon 
Exod. xii. if it had not been the law of the 
Jews that notorious profane persons should 
be kept back from the passover. 
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THE SECOND BOOK. 



OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 



CHAPTER I. 

OF THE RISE, GROWTH, DECAY, AND REVIVING 
OF ERASTIANISM. 

Divers learned men have (to very good 
purpose) discovered the origin, occasion, 
first authors, fomenters, rise and growth of 
errors, both Popish and others. I shaU, 
after their example, make known briefly 
what I find concerning the rise and growth, 
the planting and watering, of the Erastian 
error. I cannot say of it that it is honestis 
parentibus natus, it is not born and de- 
scended of honest parents. The father of it 
is the old serpent, who, finding his kingdom 
very much impaired, weakened and resisted, 
by the vigour of the true ecclesiastical dis- 
cipline, which separateth between the pre- 
cious and the vile, the holy and profane, and 
so contributeth much to the shaming away 
of the unfruitful works of darkness, there- 
upon he hath cunningly gone about to draw 
men, first into a jediousy, and then into a 
dislike of the ecclesiastical discipline by God's 
mercy restored in the reformed churches. 
The mother of it is the enmity of nature 
against the kingdom of Jesus Christ, which 
he, as Mediator, doth exercise in the govern- 
ment of the church ; which enmity is natu- 
rally in all men's hearts, but is unmortified 
and strongly prevalent in some, who have 
said in their hearts, " We will not have this 
man to reign over us," Luke xix, ; " Let us 
break their bands asunder, and cast away 
their cords from us," Psal. ii. 3. The mid- 
wife which brought this unhappy brood into 
the light of the world, was Thomas Erastus, 
doctor of medicine at Heidelberg, of whom 
I shall say no more than what is apparent | 



by his own preface to the reader, namely, 
that as he was once of opinion that excom- 
munication is commanded in the word of 
God, so he came off to the contrary opinion, 
not without a malecontented humour, and a 
resentment of some things which he looked 
upon as provocations and personal reflec- 
tions, though it is like enougn they were not 
really such, but, in his apprehension, they 
were. One of these was a public dispute at 
Heidelberg, in the year 1568, upon certain 
theses concerning the necessity of church 
government, and the power of presbyteries 
to excommunicate ; which theses were ex- 
hibited by Mr George Withers, an English- 
man, who left Englaiid because of the cere- 
monies, and was at that time made doctor 
of divinity at Heidelberg. And the learned 
dispute thereupon you may find epitomised 
(as it was taken the day following from the 
mouth of Dr Ursinus) in the close of the se- 
cond part of Dr Parens' Explication of the 
Heidelberg Catechism. 

The Erastian error being bom, the breasts 
which gave it suck were profaneness and self- 
interest. The sons of Belial were very much 
for it, expecting that the eye of the civil 
magistrate shall not be so vigilant over them, 
nor his hand so much against them for a 
scandalous and dissolute conversation, as 
church discipline would be. Germanorum 
bibere est vivere, in practice as well as in 
pronunciation. What great marvel if many 
among them (for I do not speak of all) did 
comply with the Erastian tenet ? And it is 
as little to be marvelled at if those, whether 
magistrates, lawyers, or others, who con- 
ceived themselves to be so far losers, as 
ecclesiastical courts were interested in go- 
vernment, and to be greater gainers by tne 
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abolition of the ecclesiastical interest in go- 
vemment, were biassed that way. Both 
these you may find among the causes (men- 
tioned by Aretius, Theol. Prohl, loc. 133) 
for which there was so much unwillingness 
to admit the discipline of excommunication. 
Magistratus jugum non admittunt, timent 
honoribuSf licentiam amant, &c. : The ma- 
gistrates do not admit a yoke, are jealous of 
meir honours, love licentiousness. Vulgus 
'quoque et plehs dissolutior : major pars 
corruptissima ^8% &c. : The community also 
and people are more dissolute : the greater 
part is most vicious. 

After that this unlucky child had been 
nursed upon so bad milk, it came at last to 
eat strong food, and that was arbitrary go- 
vernment, under the name of royal preroga- 
tive. Mr John Wemyes (sometime senator 
of the College of Justice in Scotland), as 
great a royuist as any of his time, in his 
book de Regis PrimatUj lib. 1, cap. 7» doth 
utterly dissent from and argue against the 
distinction of civil and ecclesiastical laws, 
and against the synodical power of censures; 
holding that both the power of making 
ecclesiastical laws, and the corrective power 
to censure transgressors, is proper to the 
magistrate. 

The tutor which bred up the Erastian 
error was Arminianism ; for the Arminians, 
finding their plants plucked up, and their 
poison antidoted by classes and synods, there- 
upon they began to cry down synodical 
authority, and to appeal to the magistrate's 
power in things ecclesiastical, hoping for 
more favour and less opposition that way. 
They will have synods only to examine, 
dispute, discuss, to impose nothing under 
pain of ecclesiastical censure, but to leave 
all men free to do as they list. See their 
Exam. Cens, cap. 25, and Vindic, lib. 2, 
cap. 6, p. 131 — 133. And for the magis> 
trate, they have endeavoured to make mm 
head of the church, as the Pope was ; yea, 
60 far, that they are not ashamed to ascribe 
unto the magistrate that jurisdiction over 
the churches, synods, and ecclesiastical pro- 
ceedings, which the Pope did formerly usurp. 
For wmch see Apollonius in his Jus Majes- 
tatis Circa Sacra. 

But the Erastian error being thus bom, 
nursed, fed and educated, did fall into a 
most deadly decay and consumption; the 
procuring causes whereof were these three : 
— First, The best and most (and in some 
respect all) of the reformed churches refused 



to receive, harbour, or entertain it, and so 
left it exposed to hunger and cold, shame 
and nakedness. 

Some harbour it had in Switzerland, but 
that was looked upon as coming only through 
injury of time, which could not be helped : 
the theological and scriptural principles of 
the divines of those churches being anti- 
Erastian and Presbyterial, as I have else- 
where shown against Mr Coleman ;^ so 
that Erastianism could not get warmth and 
strength enough, no not in Zurich itself. 
Yea, Dr Ursinus, in his Judicium de Dis~ 
ciplina Ecclesiastica et Excommunicd- 
tione, exhibited to the Prince Elector Pala- 
tine Frederick III. (who had required him 
to give his judgment concerning Erastus's 
theses), doth once and again observe, that 
all the reformed churches and divines, as 
well those that did not practise excommuni- 
cation as those who did practise it, agree, 
notwithstanding, in this principle, that ex- 
communication ought to be in the church ;^ 
which is a mighty advantage against Eras- 
tianism. 

The second cause was a misaccident from 
the midwife, who did half stifle it in the 
birth, from which did accrue a most danger- 
ous infirmity, of which it could never recover. 
Bead the -pre&ice of Erastus before the Con- 
firmation of his Theses,' also the close of his 



1 See NiMl Bespondes, p. 32, 33, Male sudis, 
p. 52, 53. 

s In aliis (ecclesiis) ubi aut nulla est excommn- 
nicatio in nsn, ant non legitime administratur, ac 
nihilominus absque omni controTersia, in confesso 
est ac palam docetur, earn merito in ecclesla vigere 
debere. Et infra. Ne etiam celsitudo tna se suas- 
que ecclesias ao aliis omnibus ecclesiis, tarn ab lis 
quse nnllam faabent excommnnicationem, qnam ab 
ils qusB habent, nova haec opinione sejungat : siqui- 
dem universss ac singulsB uno ore confitentur, sem- 
perque cionfesssB sunt, merito illam in usu esse de- 
bere. 

s Ercut, Prcgfat. Nos de lllis solis loqui peccato- 
ribus qui doctrinam intelligunt, probant amplectun- 
tur : peccata sua se agnoscere vere atqne odisse aiunt, 
et sacramentis secundum institntionem Cbristi uti j 
cupiunt Et lib, 6, cap. 2, Faciunt prasterea nobis i 
injuriam (immo vera calumnia est) cum dicunt nos 
omnes sine ullo examine Telle admitti, quales sint 
ac esse Telint. Quippe sic volnmns unnmqnem- 
que admitti, qnomodo ecclesias nostras consnetudo 
et regula jubet. Et infra. Sine ut idololatram et 
apostatam, negamus membrum esse ecclesias Chris- 
ti, sic etiam Nequitiam tuam defendentem negamus 
inter membra ecclesias censendum esse. £t quem- 
admodum illos ex Chrlstiano coetu jadicamus exter- 
minandos, sic bos quoque putamus in eo ccetn non 
esse ferendos. Yemm neqne de his, neqne de illis 
quasrunt nostras theses: sed disputatur in eis, de 
solis doctrinam amplexantibus, et sacramentis rite 
cum ecclesia uti cupientibus, hoc est pasnitentiam 
I eodem modo quo alii profitentibns. 



sixth book : put these together, you will find 
him yield that all ought not to be admitted 
promiscuously to the sacrament, but that such 
admission be according to the custom and rule 
observed in the church of Heidelberg (and 
what that was, you may find in the Heidel- 
berg Catechism^ quest. 82 and 87, namely, 
a suspension of profane scandalous persons 
from the sacrament ; and in case of their ob- 
stinacy and continuing in their offences, an 
excommunicating of them). He yields also 
that these seven sorts of persons ought not 
to be esteemed as members of the church, 
and that if any such be found in the visible 
church, they ought to be cast out: — 1. Idola- 
ters. 2. Apostates. 3. Such as do not un- 
derstand the true doctrine; that is, ignorant 
persons. 4. Such as do not approve and 
embrace the true doctrine ; that is, heretics 
and sectaries. 6. Such as desire to receive 
the sacrament otherwise than in the right 
manner, and according to Christ's institu- 
tion. 6. Such as defend or justify their 
wickedness. 7. Such as do not confess and 
acknowledge their sins, and profess sorrow 
and repentance for them, and a hatred or 
detestation of them. And thus, you see, as 
Erastianism pleadeth for no favour to sec- 
taries, or whosoever dissent in doctrine, or 
whose tenets concerning Christ's institution, 
or manner of administration, are contrary 
to that which is received in the chiuxjh 
where they live (for it is content that all 
such, were they never so peaceable and godly, 
be cast out of the church by excommunica- 
tion :^ all the favour and forbearance which 
it pleadeth for is to the loose and profane), 
so neither doth it altogether exempt the 
profane, but such only as do neither deny 
nor defend their wickedness, but confess 
their sins, and profess sorrow for them. 
Let the Erastians of this time observe what 
their great Master hath yielded touching 
the ecclesiastical censure of profane ones, 
which, though it is not satisfactory to us, 
for reasons etewhere given, yet it can be as 
little satisfactory to them. But whereas 
Erastus, together with those his concessions 
(that he may seem to have said somewhat), 
falls a quarrelling with presbyteries for pre- 

^ Eraatus ib. Equidem in Thesibus ab initio mo- 
nui, me de sola ilia ezcommunicatione agere, qua 
aliqai doctrinam intelligentes, probantes, amplex- 
antes, et sacramentis recte ntl cupientes, quod ad 
externum nsnm attinet ab eiisdem propter anteactas 
vitas turpitudinem a quibusdam presbyteris repel- 
luntur: quia scilicet non videtur eis serio dolere, 
qui lapsns fuit, ac sibi dolere id profitetur. 



suming to judge of the sincerity of that re- 
pentance professed by a scandalous sinner, 
and their not resting satisfied with a man's 
own profession of his repentance : if his 
followers will now be pleased to reduce the 
controversy within that narrow circle — ^whe- 
ther a presbytery may excommunicate from 
the church, or at least suspend from the 
sacrament, any church member, as an im- 
penitent scandalous sinner, who yet doth not 
defend nor deny his sin by which he hath 
given scandal, but confesseth it, and pro- 
fesgeth sincere and hearty repentance for' it 
(wkich is the point that Erastus is fain to hold 
at in the issue), — then I hope we shall be 
quickly agreed, and the controversy buried ; 
for we do rest satisfied with the offender's 
confession of his sin and profession of his 
repentance, unless his own known words 
or actions give the lie to his profession of 
repentance; that is, if he be known to justify 
and defend his sin in his ordinary discourse, 
or to continue in the practice of the sin 
which he professeth to the presbytery he 
repents of; if these or such like sure signs of 
his impenitency be known, must the presby- 
tery notwithstanding rest satisfied with his 
verbal profession of repentance ? All that 
fear God (I think) would cry, Shame, shame, 
upon such an assertion. And, moreover, let 
us take it in the case of an idolater, heretic, 
apoBtate (for Erastus is content that such be 
excluded from the sacrament). Suppose 
such a one doth confess his sin, and profess 
repentance, but in the meanwhile is Known 
to be a writer or spreader of books in defence 
of that idolatry or heresy, or to be a per- 
suader and enticer of others secretly to that 
way; or if there be any other known infalli- 
ble sign of his impenitency, nmst his verbal 
profession to the presbytery in such cases be 
tru;;ted and t^ken as satisfactory? I am con- 
fident Erastus himself would not have said 
so. Wherefore as in the case of an heretic, 
so in the case of a profane person, or one of 
a S3andalous conversation, there is a neces- 
sity that the presbytery examine the real 
signs of repentance; and the offender's ver- 
bal profession is not all. 

The third cause which helped forward the 
deuily malady and consumption of Erastian- 
ism, was the grief, shame, confusion, and 
loss which it sustained by the learning and 
Labour of some divines in the reformed 
churches, who had to very good purpose 
taken pains to discover to the world the 
cursed nature of that unlucky brood, being 
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of the seed of the Amalekites, which ought 
not to enter into the congregation of the 
Lord. The divines who have more espedally 
and particularly appeared against it are (to 
my observation) these: Beza, de Excommu- 
nicationcy et Preshyterio contra £rastum, 
which was not printed till Erastus's reply 
unto it was first printed. Whereunto, as 
Beza, in a large preface, layeth the foundation 
of a duply, so he had prepared and perfected 
his duply had he not been hindered by the 
great troubles of Greneva, at that time be- 
sieged by the Duke of Savoy ; Beza himself 
being also at that time seventy-one years old : 
howbeit, for all that, he did not lay asido the 
resolution and thought of that duply, if he 
should have opportunity, and see it requisite 
or called for ; all which is manifest from 
that preface. Next to him I reckon Zecharias 
Ursinus, a most soUd judicious divine, who 
did (as I touched before) exhibit to the 
Prince Elector Palatine Frederick HI., 
Judicium de Disciplina JEcclesiastica et 
JExcommunicatione (which you may find in 
the end of his third vol.), wherein he doth 
soundly confiite the theses of Erastus ; 
neither hath any reply been made thereto, 
that ever I could learn of. Also in his Ca- 
techetical Explications, quest. 85, he plainly 
disputes against the Erastian principles. The 
more strange it is, that Mr Hussey, in his 
Epistle to the Parliament, would make 
them believe that Ursinus is his, and not 
ours, in this controversy. 

After these, there did others, more lately, 
come upon the stage against the Erastian 
principles, as Casparus Brochmand, a Luth- 
eran, m System, Theol. tom. 2, Artie, de 
Disciplina Ecclesiastica, where he exaniin- 
eth the most substantial arguments of Eras- 
tus ; Antonius Walden, de Munere Minis- 
trorumEcclesioB et inspectioneMagistratus 
circa illud, et in locis com. de clavivibus 
et potestate ecclesiastica, et tom. 2, Disp. 
de Disciplina Ecclesiastica; Helmichjus, 
de vocatione Pastorum. et institutione Con- 
sistoriorum ; D. Triglandius, in disserta- 
tione de Potestate Civili et Ecclesiastica ; 
D. Bevius, in examine libelli de Episcopatu 
Constantini magni; D. ApoUonii, Jus Ma- 
jestatis circa sacra ; D. Cabeliavius, de li- 
bertate Ecclesice in exercenda Disciplina 
Spirituali ; Dr Voetius, in his Politica Ec- 
clesiastica, especially his Disputationes de 
Potestate et Politia Ecclesiarum, Besides 
Acronius, Thysius, Ludov. k Benesse, who 
were champions against that unhappy error 



revived in the Low Countries, by Wtenbo- 
gard, a proselyte of the Arminians. 

But now, while Erastianism did thus lie a 
dying, and like to breathe its last, is there no 
physician who will undertake the cure, and 
endeavour to raise it up from the gates of 
death to life ? Yes, Mr Coleman was the man , 
who (to that purpose) first appeared publicly : 
First, by a sermon to the parliament ; next,, 
by debating the controvei*sy with myself in 
writing ; and, lastly, by engaging in a pub- 
lic delate in thereverend Assembly of Divmes, 
against this proposition, — "Jesus Christ, as 
King and Heaid of his church, hath ap- 
pointed a government in the church, in the 
hands of church-officers, distinct from the 
civil government." After he had some days 
argued against tliis proposition (having mil 
liberty both to argue and reply as much 
as he pleased), it pleased Grod to visit him 
with sickness, dunng which the Assembly 
(upon intimation from himself, that he wished 
them to lay aside that proposition for a time, 
that, if God should give him health again, 
he might proceed in his debate), did go 
upon another matter, and lay this aside lor 
that season. The Lord was pleased to re- 
move him by death before he could do what 
he intended in this and other particulars. 
One of his intentions was to translate, and 
publish in English, the book of Erastus 
against excommunication. But, through 
wd's mercy, before the poison was ready, 
there was one antidote ready, I mean Mr 
Butherford's answer to Erastus. But though 
Mr Coleman was the first man, he was not 
the only man that hath appeared in this 
controversy in England. Others (and those of 
divers professions) are come upon the stage. 
I shall leave every man to his Judge, and 
shall judge nothing before the time ; only 
I shall wish every man to consider sadly and 
seriously, by what spirit and principles he is 
led, and whether he be seekmg the things 
of Christ, or his own things ; whether he be 
pleasing men, or pleasing Shrist; whether sin 
be more shamed and holiness more advanced, 
this way or that way ; which way is the 
most agreeable to the word of God, to the 
example of the best reformed churches, and 
so to the solemn League and Covenant. The 
controversy is now hot : every faithfiil servant 
of Christ will be carefiil to deliver his own 
soul by his faithfiilness, and let the Lord do 
what seemeth him good. The cause is not 
ours, but Christ's; it stands him upon his 
honour, his crown, his laws, his kmgdom. 
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Our eyes are towards the Lord, and we 
will wait for a divine decision of the business : 
" For the Lord is our judge, the Lord is 
our lawgiver, the Lord is our king, he will 
save us. 



CHAPTER 11. 

SOME POSTULATA OR COMMON PRINCIPLES TO 
BE PRESUPPOSED. 

For a foundation to the following discourse, 
I shall shall premise the particulars follow- 
ing, which I hope shall be condescended 
upon, and acknowledged, as so many Koival 

1. There must be a most conscientious 
and special care had, that there be not a 
promiscuous admission of all sorts of persons 
(that please or desire) to partake in all the 
public ordinances of God ; but a distinction 
is to be made of the precious and the vile, 
the clean and the unclean; I mean those who 
are apparently and visibly such. This was 
a principle and rule among the heathens 
themselves; therefore, when they came to do 
sacrifice, the profane were bidden begone,^ 
and CsBsar tells us, that of old the Druids 
(the heathenish French priests) did interdict 
the flagitious from their sacrifices and holy 
things^. 

These Druids France had from England, 
if the observation of Francis Holy-Oke, out 
of Tacitus, hold. 

2. That censures and punishments ought 
to be appointed and inflicted, as ibr personal 
and private injuries between man and man, 
so much more for public and scandalous sins, 
whereby Grod is very much dishonoured, and 
the church dangerously scandaUsed. Tibe- 
rius's slighting maxim, x^eorum injurias diis 



^ Procnl, hinc procnl ite profani, 

Conclamat vates, totoque absistite luco. 
Et illudf itutf Ixetf S^rtg aksr^et 
Et iUudy Tu Genitor cape sacra manii patriosque 
penates. 
Me bello extento digressum et cade recenti 
Attrectare nefas, donee me flumine vivo 

A bluero 

s CaBsar, lib. 6, de Bello Gallico. — Si quis privatas 
aut publicas corum decreto non steterit, sacrificiis 
interdicunt. Haec poena est apud eos gravissima. 
Qnibas est interdictum, ii numero impioram ac 
sceieratorum habentnr. Ii omnes decedunt. Others 
read, Ab iis omnes decedunt aditum sermonemque 
defugiant, ne quid ex contagione incommodi acci- 
piant. 



curoB esse^ may be entertained among Athe- 
ists, but is exploded among all true Chris- 
tians. TlpwToy yap f/ ir€pi Oeiwv eiri^^Xeca, 
is the Christian maxim. Care is to be first 
taken of things pertaining to God. 

3. It is requisite and necessary, that he 
who hath given pubHc scandal and offence ' 
to the church, and hath openly dishonoured 
God by a gross notorious sm, should honour 
God, edify others, and (so far as in him 
heth) remove the offence by a public con- 
fession of the sin, and declaration of his sor- 
row and repentance for the same, and of his 
resolution (through the grace of Christ) to 
do so no more; as many of the believers 
at Ephesus did publicly confess and show 
their deeds, Acts xix. 18: the Syriac addeth, 
their offences, A pattern of this confession 
we have in the law of Moses and 'Jewish 
policy (whereof elsewhere), as likewise in the 
baptism of John, Mat. iii. 6. 

Of this public confession of sin, see Festus 
Honnius, disp. 51, thes. 2 ; Mr Hilder- 
sham on Psal. Ii. lect. 34, 37, and divers 
others. Both the word of God, and the 
example of the best reformed churches, lead- 
eth us this way. The Centurists, Cent. 1, 
lib. 2, cap. 4, observe four kinds of confession 
in the New Testament : First, a confession 
of sin to Grod alone, 1 John i. 9. Secondly, 
A confession coram ecclesia^ before the 
church, when men acknowledge publicly 
their wicked and scandalous deeds, and do 
profess their repenting and loathing of the 
same ; and for this they cite Acts xix. 18. 
Thirdly, A confession one to another of par- 
ticular private injuries and offences, chiefly 
recommended to those who are at variance, 
and have wronged one another, James v. 16. 
Fourthly, The (X)nfession or profession of 
the true faith, 1 John iv. 2. 

4. That public shame put upon a scanda- 
lous sinner, and the separating or casting 
out of such an one, as the vile from the pre- 
cious, is the fittest and most effectual means 
which the church can use to humble him, to 
break his heart, and to bring him to the 
acknowledgment of his offence. 

o 

5. That there may be, and often are, such 
persons in the church whom we must 
avoid,! Rom. xvi. 17. Withdraw from them, 
1 Tim. vi. 6 ; 2 Tim. iii. 5 ; 2 Thes. iii. 6. 



! Erastns, lib. 4, cap. 7. — Horum debetis vitam et 
mores observare, et qnos impuros esse cognovistis 
Titare, ne yos qnoque inficiamini ; ipsi autem pude- 
fiant et in yiam redeant. 



80 



AABON^S ROD BLOSSOMING, OR THE 



Have no company with them, 2 Thes. lii. 
14. Not eat with them, 1 Cor. v. II. Nor 
bid them God speed, 2 John, 10, 11. 

6. That since there must be a withdraw- 
ing from a brother that walketh disorderly 
and scandalously, it is more agreeable to the 
glory of Grod, and to the cmurch's peace, 
that this be done by a public authoritative 
ecclesiastical judgment and sentence, than 
wholly and solely to tinist it to the piety 
and prudence of each particular Christian, 
to esteem as heathens and publicans, whom, 
and when, and for what he shall think good, 
and accordingly to withdraw and separate 
from them. 

7. That there is a distinction between 
magistracy and ministry, even jure divino. 
That the civil magistrate hath not power to 
abolish or continue the ministry^ in abstrac" 
tOf at his pleasure ; nor yet to make or un- 
make ministers in concreto, — ^that is, to or- 
dain or depose ministers as he thinks fit. 

8. As the offices are distinct, so is the 
power :i magistrates may do what ministers 
may not do, and ministers may do what 
magistrates may not do. 

9. It is juris communis, a principle of 
common equity and natural reason, that the 
directive judgment in any matter doth 
chiefly belong to such as ^by their profession 
and vocation) are devotea and set apart to 
the study and knowledge of such matters, 
and (in that respect) supposed to be ablest 
and fittest to give judgment thereof: a 
consultation of pnysicians is called for when 
the magistrate desires to know the nature, 
symptoms, or cure of some dangerous di- 
sease ; a consultation of lawyers in legal 
questions; a council of war in military 
expeditions. If the magistrate be in a ship 
at sea, he takes not on him the directive 
part of navigation, which belongs to the 
master, with the mates and pilot ; neither 
doth the master of the ship (if it come to a 
sea-fight) take on him the directive part in 
the fighting, which belongs to the captain. 
And so in all other cases, artijici in sua 
arte credendum. "Wherefore, though the 
judgment of Christian prudence and discre- 
tion belongs to every Christian, and to the 
magistrate in his station; and though the 



1 Salmasins, Appar. ad lib. de prim. p. 303w — Cum 
sit ut jam vidimus duplex potestas ecclesiasUca, al- 
tera interna, externa altera, tam peccant qui utram- 
que principi, yel magistratui civili tribuunt, quam 
qui utramque denegant miuistro ecclesiastioo. 



magistrate may be, and sometime is, learned 
in the Scriptures, and well acquainted with 
the principles of true divinity, yet, ut plu^ 
rimum and ordinarily, especially in a rightly 
reformed and well constituted church, minis- 
ters are to be supposed to be fittest and ablest 
to give a directive judgment in things and 
causes spiritual and ecc&iiastical; with whom 
also other ruling church officers do assist and 
join, who are more experimentally and prac- 
tically (they ought also to be, and divers times 
are, more theoretically) acquainted with the 
right way and rules of church government 
and censures, than the civil magistrate (when 
he is no ruHng elder in the church, which is 
but accidental) can be rationally or ordina- 
rily supposed to be. 

10. There is some power of government 
in the church given to the ministry by 
Christ, else why are they said to be set 
over us in the Lord, and called rulers and 
governors ? as we shaQ see afterwards. 



CHAPTER III. 

WHAT THE ERASTIANS YIELD UNTO US, AND 
WHAT WE YIELD UNTO THEM. 

For better stating of the controversy, we 
shall first of all take notice of such particu- 
lars as are the opposites' concessions to us, 
or our concessions to them. Their conces- 
sions are these : — 

1. That the Christian . magistrate, in or- 
dering and disposing of ecclesiastical causes 
and matters of religion, is tied to keep close 
to the rule of the word of God ; and that 
as he may not assume an arbitrary govern- 
ment of the state, so far less of the church.^ 

2. That church officers may exercise 
church government, and authority in mat- 
ters of religion, where the magistrate doth 
not profess and defend the true religion : 
in such a case, two governments are allowed 
to stand together — one civil, another eccle- 
siastical. This Erastus granteth, as it were, 



1 Erastus, Confirm. Thes. lib. 3. cap. 1. — ^Yerun- 
tamen ut in rebus profanis curandis ei (magistra- 
tui) non licet terminos et fines aequitatis, justitise 
ac honestatis, hoc est prasscriptionem legum et sta- 
tutorum Reip. transcendere. Sic in disponendis et 
ordinandis rebus sacris, vel ad cultum divinum per- 
tinentibus, longe minus ei licet ulla in parte, a prie- 
scripto verbi Dei dlscedere ; quod tarquam regulum 
in omnibus debet sequi, ab eoquenusquam vel latum 
pilum deflectere. 
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by constraint;^ and it seems by way of com- 
pliance with the divines of Zurich (who hold 
excommunication by church officers under 
an infidel magistrate, and that jure divino) 
to move them to comply the more with him 
in other particulars. 

3. That the abuse of church government 
is no good argument against the thing itself: 
" There being no authority so good, so ne- 
cessary in church or state, but by reason of 
their corruptions who manage it, may be 
abused to tyranny and oppression." These 
are Mr Prynne's words, Vindic. of the Four 
Questions^ p. 2. 

4. That some jurisdiction belongs to pres- 
byteries by divine right. Mr Prynne, in his 
epistle dedicatory before the Vindication of 
his Four Questions, saith, that his scope is, 
" not to take from our new presbyteries all 
ecclesiastical jurisdiction due by divine right 
to them, but to confine it within certain de- 
finite limits, to prevent all exorbitant abuses 
of it, 

6. That the Christian magistrate ought 
not, may not, preach the word, nor minister 
the sacraments. Mr Coleman, in his BrO' 
tkerly Examination Re- examined^ p. 14, 
" I never had it in my thoughts that the 
parliament had power of dispensing the 
word and sacraments." Then so far there 
is a distinction of magistracy and ministry 
jure divino ; yet in this he did not so well 
agree with Erastus.^ 

6. That the ministry is jure divino^ and 
ministers have their power and authority of 
preaching the word derived to them from 
Christ, not from the magistrate. So Mr 
Hussey in his epistle to myself, " We preach 
the word with all authority from Christ, de- 
rived to us by those of our brethren that 
were in commission before us. Magistrates 
may drive away false teachers, but not the 
preachers of the gospel, but at their utmost 
peril." 

7. They admit and allow of presbyteries, 
so that they do not exercise government and 
jurisdiction. Erastus, lib. 4, cap. 1. 

Our concessions to our opposites are these ; 

1 Erastus, Confirm. Thes. lib. 3, cap. 1. — Intelllgi 
hoc debet de ea repub. dictum, in qua magistratus et 
subditi, eandem profitentur religionem, eamque ye- 
ram. In hac dico duas distinctas jurisdictiones mi- 
nime debere esse. In alia, in qua Tidelicet magis- 
tratus falsam tuetur sententiam, certo quodammodo 
tolerabilis videri fortasse possit divisio rectionum. 

> Ibid. lib. 4, cap. 2. — Quod addis non licere ma- 
glstratui, re ita postulante, docere et sacramenta 
administra re (si modo per negotia possit utrique 
muneri sufficere) id Yerum non est. 



1. That all are not to be admitted pro- 
miscuously either to be governors or mem- 
bers in the ecclesiastical republic, that is, 
in a visible political church. None are to 
govern nor to be admitted members of 
presbyteries or synods, except such as, both 
for abilities and conversation, are qualified 
according to that which the apostle Paul re- 
quireth a bishop or elder to be.^ Scandalous 
or profane church-officers are the worst of 
dogs and swine, and to be first cast out. 
And as all are not to govern, so all are 
not to be governed ecclesiastically, but only 
church members, 1 Cor. v. 12; therefore 
what hath been objected concerning many, 
both pastors and people in England, who 
are still branches of the old stock, doth not 
strike against what we hold : All are not fit 
for a church government ; therefore those 
that are fit shall not have a church govern- 
ment. So they must argue, or thus : A po- 
pish people are not fit to be governed pres- 
byterially, and episcopal ministers are not 
fit to govern, therefore the rest of the na- 
tion shall want a government. 

2. Presbyterial government is not despo- 
tical, but ministerial ; it is not a dominion, 
but a service. We are not lords over God's 
heritage, 1 Pet. v. 3, but we are the ser- 
vants both of Christ and of his church. 
" We preach not ourselves (saith the Apos- 
tle), but Christ Jesus the Lord, and ourselves 
your servants for Jesus' sake," 2 Cor. iv. 5. 

3. That power of government with which 
pastors and elders are invested, hath for the 
object of it, not the external man, but the 
inward man. It is not, nor ought not to 
be, exercised in any compulsive, coercive, 
corporal, or civil punishments ; when there 
is need of coercion or compulsion, it belongs 
to the magistrate, and not to the minister, 
though the question be of a matter of re- 
ligion, of persons or things ecclesiastical ; 
which as it is rightly observed by Salmasius,^ 
so he fiirther asserteth against the popish 



1 BuUinger, de Cone, lib. 1, cap. 8. — Si turpe aut 
indignum quondam videbatur gentes inducere in 
templum Dei : quare non yideatur hodie sacrilegum, 
introducer e in synodum ecclesiasticam canes et 
porooa. 

8 Appar. ad lib. de Primatu, p. 294 — Ubicunque 
sane imperio opus est per vim agente ac jubente, 
aut jurisdictione cogente et cobercente, nihil istic 
babent quod agant verbi divini ministri, neque jus 
agendi ullum, etiamsi de re aut persona ecclesias* 
tica quaestio sit, aut dereli^one agatur, sed ad prin« 
cipes aut magistratus ea vis coactiva, et illud* Jus 
imperativum et coercitivum pertinet. Ibid, p. 295. 
— Jurisdictionem iidem (pontificxi doctor es) porro 
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writers, that all ecclesiastical jurisdiction 
hath for the object of it, only the inward 
man ; for consider the end of church cen- 
sures, saith he, even when one is excommu- 
nicated or suspended from the sacrament, it 
is but to reduce him and restore him by re- 
pentance, that he may again partake of the 
sacrament rightly and comfortably : which 
repentance is in the soul or inward man, 
though the signs of it appear externaUy. 

4. Presbyterial government is not an ar- 
bitrary government, for clearing whereof 
take these five considerations; — 1. We can 
do nothing against the truth, but for the 
truth ; and the power which the Lord hath 
given us is to edification, and not to de- 
struction, 2 Cor. xiii. 8, 10. All presbyterial 
proceedings must be levelled to this end, and 
squared by this rule. 2. Presbyters and 
presbyteries are subject to the law of the 
land, and to the corrective power of the 
magistrate : Quatenus ecclesia est in re- 
publicay et reipub. pars, non respublica 
ecclesicBf — In so far as the church is in the 
commonwealth, and a part of the common- 
wealth, not the commonwealth a part of the 
church, saith Salmasius, Appar, ad lib, de 
Primatu, p. 292 ; for which, p. 300, he cites 
Optatus Milivitanus, lib. 3, Non enim res- 
publica est in ecclesia^ sed ecclesia in re- 
publica^ Ministers and elders are subjects 
and members of the commonwealth, and in 
that respect punishable by the magistrate 
if they transgress the law of the land. 3. 
Yea, also as church ofiicers, they are to be 
kept within the limits of their calling, and 
compelled (if need be) by the magistrate to 
do those duties which by the clear word of 
God and received principles of Christian re- 
ligion, or by the received ecclesiastical con- 
stitutions of that church, they ought to do. 
4. And in corrupto ecclesice statu, I mean, 
if it shall ever happen (which the Lord for- 
bid, and I trust shall never be) that pres- 



interiorem ac exteriorem ita distingnnnt, nt interior 
sit qua sacerdos possit peccatorem confessum a pec- 
catis absoWere et satisfactionem imponere : exterior 
autem qua peccatores adstringit vinculo anatliema- 
tis, aliasque publicas censuras irrogat, et abiisdem 
exsolvit. Yerum bsB duae jurisdictiones unam faci- 
unt, earn que solam interiorum. Nulla quippe ex- 
terior est, cum utraque respiciat et pro objecto 
habeat hominem interiorem, id est animam. Ibid, 
p. 297. — Finis tantum respici debet. Aliquis sus- 
penditur et excommunicatur ? Sane, sed ut peeni- 
tentiam restitui possit, et sacraraenta corporis et 
sanguinis Christi iterum participare. Et paeniten- 
tia ilia quam quis agit ut possit reconciliari, inte- 
rioris est hominis. 



byteries or synods shall make defection 
from the truth to error, from holiness to 
profaneness, from moderation to tyranny 
and persecution, censuring the innocent and 
absolving the guilty, as Popery and Prelacy 
did, and their being no hopes of redressing 
such enormities in the ordinary way, by in- 
trinsical ecclesiastical remedies; that is, by 
well-constituted synods, or assemblies of or- 
thodox, holy, moderate presbyters ; in such 
an extraordinary exigence, the Christian 
magistrate may and ought to interpose his 
authority to do divers things which, in an 
ordinary course of government, he ought not 
to do ; for in such a case, magistracy (with- 
out expecting the proper intrinsical remedy 
of better ecclesiastical assembHes) may im- 
mediately, by itself, and in the most effectual 
manner, suppress and restrain such defec- 
tion, exorbitancy, and tyranny, and not suf- 
fer the unjust, heretical, tyrannical sen- 
tences of presbyteries or synods to be put in 
execution. Howbeit, in ecclesia bene con- 
stituta, in a well-constituted and reformed 
church, it is not to be supposed that the 
condition of affairs will be such as I have 
now said. We heartily acknowledge with 
Mr Cartwright, annot. on Matt, xxii., sect. 
3, " That it belongeth to the magistrate to 
reform things in the church as often as the 
ecclesiastical persons shall, either through ig- 
norance or disorder of the affection of co- 
vetousness or ambition, defile the Lord's 
sanctuary." For saith Junius, Anirnad. in 
Bell contr. 4, hb. 1, cap. 12, 18, " Both 
the church, when the concurrence of the 
magistrate faileth, may extraordinarily do 
something which ordinarily she cannot ; and 
again when the church faileth of her duty, 
the magistrate may extraordinarily procure 
that the church return to her duty. 

5. I dare confidently say, that if compa- 
risons be rightly made, presbyterial govern- 
ment is the most hmited and the least arbi- 
trary government of any other in the world. 
I should have thought it very unnecessary 
and superfluous to have once named here 
the papal government, or yet the prelatical, 
but that Mr Prynne, in his preface to his 
four grand Questions, puts the reverend As- 
sembly of Divines in mind, that they should 
beware of usurping that which hath been 
even by themselves disclaimed against, and 
quite taken away from the Pope and pre- 
lates. Mr Coleman also, in his Sermon, 
brought objections from the usurpations of 
Pope Paul V. and of the archbishop of 
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Canterbury. Well, if we must needs make 
a comparison, come on. The papal usurpa- 
tions are many : 1. The Pope takes upon 
him to determine what belongs to the ca- 
non of Scripture, what not. 2. That he 
only can determine what is the sense of 
Scripture. 3. He addeth unwritten tradi- 
tions. 4. He makes himself judge of all 
controversies. 5. He dispenseth with the 
law of God itself. 6. He makes himself 
above general councils. 7. His government 
is monarchial. 8. He receiyeth appeals from 
all the nations in the world. 9. He claimeth 
infallibility, at least ex cathedra, 10. He 
maketh laws absolutely binding the con- 
science, even in things indiiferent. 11. He 
claimetli a temporal dominion over all the 
kingdoms in the world. 12. He saith he 
may depose kings, and absolye subjects fiX)m 
their oath of allegiance. 13. He persecuteth 
all with fire and sword, and anathemas, who 
do not subject themselves to him. 14. He 
claimeth the sole power of convocating 
general councils. 15. And of presiding or 
moderating therein by himself or his legates. 
— What conscience or ingenuity can there 
now be in making any parsdlel between papal 
and presbyterial government ? 

As little there is in making the compari- 
son with Prelacy, the power whereof was in- 
deed arbitrary and impatient of those limi- 
tations and nues which presbyteries and sy- 
nods, in the reformed churches, walk by. 
For, 1. The prelate was but one, yet he 
claimed the power of ordination and juris- 
diction as proper to himself in his own dio- 
cese. We give the power of ordination and 
church censures not um, but unitati; not to 
one, but to an assembly gathered into one. 
2. The prelate assumed a perpetual prece- 
dency, and a constant privilege of modera- 
ting synods, which presbyteriS government 
denieth to any one man. 3. The prelate 
did not tie himself either to ask or to re- 
ceive advice from his fellow-presbyters, ex- 
cept when he himself pleased ; but there 
is no presbyterial nor sy nodical sentence 
which is not concluded by the major part of 
voices. 4. The prelate made himself pas- 
tor to the whole diocese (consisting it may 
be of some hundreds of congregations), hold- 
ing that the ministers of particular congre- 
gations did preach the word and minister 
the sacraments in his name, by virtue of au- 
thority and order from him, and because he 
could not act by himself in every congrega- 
tion : the presbyterial government acknow- 



ledgeth no pastoral charge of preaching the 
word and ministering the sacraments to more 
congregations than one ; and doth acknow- 
ledge the pastors of particular churches, be- 
ing lawfully called, to have power and au- 
thority for preaching, the word and minis- 
tering the sacraments in the name of Christ, 
and not in the name of the presbytery. 5. 
The prelates, as they denied the power and 
authority of pastors, so they utterly denied 
the very offices of ruling elders and deacons, 
for taking more especial care of the poor in 
particular congregations. 6. They did not 
acknowledge congregational elderships, nor 
any power of discipline in particular con- 
gregations, which tne presbyterial govern- 
ment doth. 7. They intruded pastors oft 
times against the consent of the congrega- 
tion, and reclamante ecclesia, which the 
presbyterial government doth not. 8. They 
ordained ministers without any particular 
charge, which the presbyterial government 
doth not. 9. In synods they did not allow 
any but the clergy aione (as they kept up 
the name) to have decisive suffrage. The 
presbyterial government gives decisive voices 
to ruling elders as well as to pastora. 10. 
The prelates declined to be accountable tb, 
and censurable by, either chapters, diocesan 
or national synods. In presbyterial govern- 
ment, all (in whatsoever ecclesiastical admin- 
istration) are called to an account in pres- 
byteries, provincial and national assemblies 
respectively, and none are exempted from 
synodical censures in case of scandal and ob- 
stinacy. 11. The prelate's power was not 
merely ecclesiastical, they were lords of 
parUament, they held civil places in the 
state, which the presbyterial government 
condemneth. 12. The prelates were not 
chosen by the church, presbyters are. 13. 
The prelates did presume to make law bind- 
ing the conscience, even in things indif- 
ferent, and did persecute, imprison, fine, 
depose, excommunicate men for certain rites 
and ceremonies acknowledged by themselves 
to be indifferent (setting aside the will and 
authority of the law-makers). This the pres- 
byterial government abhorreth. 14. They 
did excommunicate for money matters, for 
trifles, which the presbyterial government 
condemneth. 15. The prelates did not al- 
low men to examine, by the judgment of 
Christians and private discretion, their de- 
crees and canons, so as to search the Scrip- 
tures and look at the warrants, but would 
needs have men think it enough to know 
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the things to be commanded by them that 
are in place and power. Presbyterial go- 
vernment doth not lord it over men's con- 
sciences, but admitteth (yea commendeth) 
the searching of the Scriptures, whether 
these things which it holds forth be not so, 
and doth not press men's consciences with sic 
voloy sic jubeo, but desireth they may do in 
faith what they do. 16. The prelates held 
up pluralities, non-residencies, &c., which the 
presbyterial government doth not. 17. As 
many of the prelates did themselves ne- 
glect to preach the gospel, so they kept up 
in divers places a reading non-preaching 
ministry, wnich the presbyterial government 
suffereth not. 18. They opened the door 
of the ministry to divers scandalous, Armi- 
nianised, and popishly-affected men, and 
locked the door upon many worthy to be ad- 
mitted. The presbyterial government here- 
in is as contrary to theirs, as theirs was to 
the right. 19. Their official courts, commis- 
saries, &c., did serve themselves heirs to the 
sons of Eli, " Nay, but thou shalt give it me 
now, and if not, I will take it by force." The 
presbyterial government hateth such pro- 
ceedings. 20. The prelates and their high 
commission court did assume potestatem 
utriusque gladii, the power both of the tem- 
poral and civil sword. The presbyterial go- 
vernment meddleth with no civil nor tem- 
poral punishments. 

I do not intend to enumerate all the 
differences between the papal and prelati- 
cal government on the one side, and the 
presbyterial government on the other side, 
in this point of unlimitedness or arbitrari- 
ness. These differences which I have given 
may serve for a conscientious caution to in- 
telli<rent and moderate men, to beware of 
such odious and unjust comparisons as have 
been used by some, and among others by 
Mr Saltmarsh, in his Parallel between the 
Prelacy and Presbytery; which, as it can- 
not stnke against us, nor any of the reformed 
churches (who acknowledge no such presby- 
tery as he describeth), and, in some pai*ti- 
culars, striketh at the ordinance of parlia- 
ment (as, namely, in point of the Directory), 
so he that hath a mmd to a recrimination, 
might, with more truth, lay divers of those 
imputations upon those whom (I believe) he 
is most unwilling they should be laid upon. 

In the third place, The presbyterian go- 
vernment is more limited and less arbitrary 
than the independent government of single 
congregations, whicli, exempting themselves 



from the presbyterial subordination, and 
from being accountable to, and censurable 
by, classes or synods, must needs be sup- 
posed to exercise a much more unlimited 
or arbitrary power than the presbyterial 
churches do ; especially when this shall be 
compared and laid together with one of 
their three grand principles, which disclaim- 
eth the bincung of themselves for the future 
unto their present judgment and practice, 
and avoucheth the keepmg of this reserve to 
alter and retract. See their Apologetical 
Narration, p. 10, 11, by which it appear- 
eth that their way will not suffer them to 
be so far moulded into an uniformity, or 
bounded within certain particular rules (I 
say not with others, but even among them- 
selves^, as the presbyterian way will ad- 
mit 01. 

Finally, The presbyterial government 
hath no such Hberty nor arbitrariness, as 
civil or mihtary government hath, there 
being in all civil or temporal affairs a great 
deal of latitude left to those who manage 
the same, so that they command nor act 
nothing against the word of God. But pres- 
byterial government is tied up to the rules 
of Scripture, in all such particulars as are 
properly spiritual and proper to the church, 
though, in other particulars, occasional cir- 
cumstances of times, places, accommoda- 
tions, and the like, the same light of nature 
and reason guideth both church and state ; 
yet in things properly spiritual and ecclesi- 
tical, there is not near so much latitude left 
to the presbytery, as there is in civil affairs 
to the magistrate. 

And thus I have made good what I said. 
That presbyterial government is the most 
limited and least arbitrary government of 
any other ; all which vindication and clear- 
ing of the presbyterial government doth 
overthrow (as to this point) Mr Hussey's 
Observation, p. 9, of the irregularity and 
arbitrariness of church government. And 
so much for my fourth concession. 

The fifth shall be this : It is far from our 
meaning that the Christian magistrate should 
not meddle with matters of reUgion, or with 
things and causes ecclesiastical, and that he 
is to take care of the commonwealth, but 
not of the church. Certainly there is much 
power and authority which, by the word of 
God, and by the Confessions of Faith of the 
reformed churches, doth belong to the Chris- 
tian magistrate in matters of religion, which 
I do but now touch by the way, so far as is 
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necessary to wipe off the aspersion cast upon 
presbyterial government. The particulars 
I refer to cliapter 8. 

Our sixth concession is, That in extraor- 
dinary cases, when church government doth 
degenerate into tyranny, ambition, and ava- 
rice, and they who have the managing of 
the ecclesiastical power, make defection and 
fall into manifest heresy, impiety or injus- 
tice (as under Popery and Prelacy it was for 
the most part), then, and in such cases 
(which we pray and hope we shall never see 
again), the Christian magistrate may and 
ought to do divers things in and for reli- 
gion, and interpose his authority divers 
ways, so as doth not properly belong to his 
cognisance, decision and administration or- 
dinarily, and in a reformed and well-con- 
stituted church ; for extraordinary diseases 
must have extraordinary remedies. More 
of this before. 

A seventh concession is this, The civil 
sanction added to church government and 
discipline, is a free and voluntary act of the 
magistrate, that is, church government doth 
not, ex natura rei, necessitate the magis- 
trate to aid, assist, or corroborate the same, 
by adding the strength of a law. But the 
magistrate is free in this to do or not to do, 
to do more or to do less, as he will answer 
to God and his conscience. It is a cumula- 
tive act of favour done by the magistrate. 
My meaning is not, that it is free to the 
magistrate, in genere morisy but in genere 
entis. The magistrate ought to add the 
civil sanction Mc et nunc, or he ought not 
to do it. It is either a duty or a sin ; it is 
not indifferent. But my meaning is, the 
magistrate is free herein from all coaction, 
yea, from all necessity and obligation, other 
than ariseth from the word of God binding 
his conscience. There is no power on earth, 
civil or spiritual, to constrain nim. The ma- 
gistrate nimself is his own judge on earth 
now far he is to do any cumulative act of 
favour to the church ; which takes off that 
calumny, that presbyterial government doth 
force or compel the conscience of the magis- 
trate. I pray God we may never have 
cause to state the question otherwise, I 
mean, concerning the magistrate's forbid- 
ding wnat Christ hath commanded, or com- 
manding what Christ hath forbidden, in 
which case we must serve Christ and our 
consciences, rather than obey laws contrary 
to the word of God and our covenant; 
whereas in the other case, of the magis- 



trate's not adding of the civil sanction, we 
may both serve Christ, and do it without 
the least appearance of disobedience to the 
magistrate. 

Eighthly, We grant that pastors and el- 
ders, whether they be considered distribu- 
tively, or collectively in presbyteries and 
synods, being subjects and members of the 
commonwealth, ought to be subject and obe- 
dient in the Lord to the magistrate and to 
the law of the land ; and, as in all other 
duties, so in civil subjection and obedience, 
they ought to be ensamples to the flock; 
and their trespasses against law are punish- 
able as much, yea, more, than the trespasses 
of other subjects. Of this also before. 

Ninthly, If the magistrate be offended at 
the sentence given, or censure inflicted, by 
a presbytery or a synod, they ought to be 
ready, in all humility and respect, to give 
him an account and reason of such proceed- 
ings, and by all means to endeavour the 
satisfaction of the magistrate's conscience, or 
otherwise to be warned and rectified if them- 
selves have erred. 



CHAPTER IV. 

OP THE AGREEMENTS AND DIFFERENCES BE- 
TWEEN THE NATURE OF THE CIVIL AND 
OF THE ECCLESIASTICAL POWERS OR GO- 
VERNMENTS. 

Having now observed what our opposites 
yield to us, or we to them, I shall, for fur- 
ther unfolding of what I plead for or against, 
add here the chief agreements and differ- 
ences between the civil and ecclesiastical 
powers, so far as I apprehend them. They 
both agree in these things : 1. They are 
both from God — both the magistrate and 
the minister is authorised from Grod — both 
are the ministers of God, and shall give ac- 
count of their administrations to God. 2. 
Both are tied to observe the law and com- 
mandments of God, and both have certain 
directions from the word of Grod to guide 
them in their administration. 3. Both civil 
magistrates and church officers are fathers, 
and ought to be honoured and obeyed accord- 
ing to the fifth commandment. Utrumque 
scilicet dominium, saith Luther, tom. 1, 
fol. 139, Both governments, the civil and 
the ecclesiastical, do pertain to that com- 
mandment. 4. JBoth magistracy and minis- 
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try are appointed for the glory of God as 
supreme, and for the good of men, as the 
subordinate end. 5. They are both of them 
mutually aiding and auxiliary each to other ; 
magistracy strengthens the ministry, and the 
ministry strengthens magistracy. 6. They 
agree in their general kind, they are both 
powers and governments. 7. Both of them 
require singular qualifications, eminent gifts 
and endowments, and of both it holds true, 
Quis ad hcBC idoneus ? 8. Both of them 
have degrees of censure and correction accor- 
ding to the degrees of offences. 9. Neither 
the one nor the other may give out sentence 
against one who is not convicted, or whose 
offence is not proved. 10. Both of them 
have a certain Kind of jurisdiction in foro 
exteriori ; for though the ecclesiastical power 
be spiritual, and exercised about such things 
as belong to the inward man only, yet, as 
Dr Rivet upon the Decalogue, p. 260, 261, 
saith truly : " There is a two-fold power of 
external jurisdiction which is exercised in 
foro exteriorif one by church censures, ex- 
communication, lesser and greater, which is 
not committed to the maoistrate, but to 
church officers ; another, which is civil and 
coercive, and that is the magistrate's." But 
Mr Coleman told us, " He was persuaded it 
will trouble the whole world to bound eccle- 
siastical and civil jurisdiction, the one from 
the other," McUedicis, p. 7. Well, I have 

fiven ten agreements, I will now give ten 
ifferences. 
The difference between them is great. 
They differ in their causes, effects, objects, 
adjuncts, correlations, executions, and ulti- 
mate terminations. 

1. In the efficient cause. The King of 
nations hath instituted the civil power ; the 
King of saints hath instituted the ecclesias- 
tical power; I mean, the most high God, 
possessor of heaven and earth, who exercis- 
eth sovereignty over the workmanship of his 
own hands, and so over all mankind, hath 
instituted magistrates to be in his stead as 
gods upon earth. But Jesus Christ, as Me- 
diator and King of the church, whom his 
Father hath "set upon his holy hill of 
Zion," Psal. ii. 6, " to reign over the house 
of Jacob for ever," Luke i. 33, " who hath 
the key of the house of David laid upon his 
shoulder," Isa. xxii. 22, hath instituted an 
ecclesiastical power and government in the 
hands of church -officers, whom, in his name, 
he sendeth forth. 

2. In the matter. Magistrax^y, or civil 



power, hath, for the matter of it, the earthly 
sceptre and the temporal sword, that is, it 
is monarchial and legislative; it is also pu- 
nitive or coercive of those that do evil. 
Understand, upon the like reason, remune- 
rative of those that do well. The ecclesi- 
astical power hath, for the matter of it, the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven.* 1. The 
key of knowledge or doctrine, and that to 
be administered not only severally by each 
minister condonaliter^ but also consistorially 
and synodically, in determining controversies 
of faith, and that only according to the rule 
of holy Scripture, which is clavis doyftarcc?). 
2. The key of order and decency, so to speak, 
by which the circumstances of God's worship, 
and all such particulars in ecclesiastical ai'- 
fairs as are not determined in Scripture, are 
determined by' the ministers and ruling offi- 
cers of the church, so as may best agree to 
the general rules of the Word concerning 
order and decency, avoiding of scandal, do- 
ing all to the glory of God, and to the edi- 
fymg of one another. And this is clavis 
biaraicriKrj 3. The key of corrective dis- 
cipline, or censures to be exercised upon the 
scandalous and obstinate, which is clavis 
KpiTiKTf, 4. Add also the key of ordination 
or mission of church-officers, which I may 
call clavis eSovtitatiTiKf), the authorising or 
power-giving key ; others call it missio po- 
testativa, 

3. lliey differ in their forms. The power 
of magistracy is a(>xiTeiiToviKrl and betnroTikii. 
It is an authority or dominion exercised in 
the particulars above mentioned, and that 
in an immediate subordination to God ; for 
which reason magistrates are called gods. 
The ecclesiastical power is viriypcnjcf/, or 
biaKovtKff, or otKovofiiKtl only. It is merely 
ministerial and steward-like, and exercised 
in an immediate subordination to Jesus 
Christ as King of the church, and in his 
name and authority. 

4. They differ in their ends. The supreme 



1 FestuB Honnius, disp. 30, thes. 6. — Circa bonum 
spirituale versatnr potestas ecclesiastica proprie ita 
dicta, cujus proprium officium est yerbnm Dei prae- 
dicare, sacramenta administrare, disciplinam eccle- 
siasticam exercere, mmistros eccleaisB ordinare, de 
controversiis ecclesiasticis quae circa doctrioaro ant 
regimen ecclesis intercidunt, ordinarie judicare et 
de ritibus adiaphoris ad ordinem, decornm atqne 
aedificationem ecclesias pertinentibus, canon es sen 
leges ecclesiasticas constitnere. J. Gerhardus, loc. 
com. torn. 6, p. 494. — Distingnitnr Christ! regnnm 
ad quod potestas clavium pcrtinet, ab imperiis mun- 
danis quae gladio corporali in administratione utun- 
tnr. 
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end of magistracy is only the glory of God 
as King of nations, and as exercising domi- 
nion over the inhabitants of the earth ; and 
in that respect the magistrate is appointed 
to keep his subjects within the bounds of 
external obedience to the moral law, the 
obUgation whereof lieth upon all nations and 
all men. The supreme end of the ecclesi- 
astical power is either proximus or remotus. 
The nearest and immediate end is the glory 
of Jesus Christ, as Mediator and King of the 
church. The more remote end is the glory 
of God, as having all power and authority in 
heaven and earth. You will say. Must not 
then the Christian magistrate intend the 
glory of Jesus Christ, and to be subservient 
to him, as he is Mediator and King of the 
church ? Certainly he ought ana must ; 
and God forbid but that he should do so. 
But how? Not qua magistrate, but qua 
Christian. If you say to me again. Must 
not the Christian magistrate intend to be 
otherwise subservient to the kingdom of Je- 
sus Christ as Mediator, than by personal or 
private Christian duties, which are incum- 
bent on every Christian ? I answer. No doubt 
he ought to intend more, even to glorify 
Jesus Christ in the administration of magis- 
tracy ; which that you may rightly appre- 
hend, and that I be not misunderstood, take 
tliis distinction : It is altogether incumbent 
on the ruling ofl&cers of the church to intend 
the glory of Christ as Mediator, even ex na^ 
tura rei, in regard of the very nature of 
ecclesiastical power and govamment, which 
hath no other end and use for which it was 
intended and instituted, but to be subser- 
vient to the kingly office of Jesus Christ in 
the governing of his church upon earth 
(and therefore sublata ecclesia pent regi- 
men ecdesiasticum, take away the church 
out of a nation, and you take away all eccle- 
siastical power of government, which makes 
another difference from magistracy, as we 
shall see anon). But the magistrate, though 
Christian and godly, doth not ex natura 
reij in regard of the nature of his particular 
vocation, intend the glory of Jesus Christ as 
Mediator and King of the church; but in 
regard of the common principles of Christian 
religion, which do oblige every Christian, in 
his particular vocation and station (and so 
the magistrate in his), to intend that end. 
All Christians are commanded, that what- 
ever they do in word or deed, they do all 
in the name of the Lord Jesus, Col. iii. 17, 
that is, according to the will of Christ, and 



for ther glory of Christ ; and so a merchant, 
a mariner, a tradesman, a schoolmaster, a 
captain, a soldier, a printer, and, in a word, 
every Christian, in liis own place and sta- 
tion, ought to intend the glory of Christ, 
and the good of his church and kingdom. 
Upon which ground and principle, if the 
magistrate be Christian, it is incumbent to 
him so to administer that high and eminent 
vocation of his, that Christ may be glorified 
as ELing of the church, and that this king- 
dom of Christ may flourish in his dominions 
(which would God every magistrate called 
Christian did really intend). So then the 
glory of Christ, as Mediator and King of the 
church, is to the ministry both Jinis operis^ 
and finis operantis. To the magistrate, 
though Christian, it is only finis operantis, 
that is, it is the end of the godly magistrate, 
but not the end of magistracy ; whereas it 
is not only the end of the godly minister, but 
the end of the ministry itself. The minis- 
ters' intendment of this end flows from the 
nature of their particular vocation ; the ma- 
gistrates' intendment of the same end flows 
from the nature of their particular vocation 
of Christianity, acting, guiding, and having 
influence into their particular vocation. So 
much of the supreme ends. 

Now, the subordinate end of all eccle- 
siastical power is, that all who are of the 
church, whether officers or members, may 
live godly, righteously, and soberly, in this 
present world, be kept within the bounds of 
obedience to the gospel, void of all known 
offence toward God and toward man, and be 
made to walk according to the rules deliv- 
ered to us by Christ and his apostles. The 
subordinate end of the civil power is, that all 
public sins committed presumptuously against 
the moral law, may be exemplarily punished, 
and that peace, justice, and good order, may 
be preserved and maintained in the com- 
monwealth, which doth greatly redound to 
the comfort and good of the church, and to 
the promoting ot the course of the gospel. 
For this end the Apostle bids us pray for 
kings and all who are in authority (though 
they be pagans, much more if they be Chr^- 
tians), ''that we may live under them a 

Eeaceable and quiet hfe, in all godliness and 
onesty," 1 Tim. ii. 2. He saith not sim- 
ply, " that we may live in godliness and 
honesty," but that we may both live peace- 
ably and quietly, and also live godly and 
honestly, which is the very same that we 
commonly say of the magistrate, that he is 



L 



88 



Aaron's rod blossoming, or the 



custos utriusque tahulce. He is to take 
special care that all his subjects be made to 
observe the law of God, and live not only in 
moral honesty, but in godliness, and that so 
living they may also enjoy peace and quiet- 
ness. More particularly, the end of church 
censures is, that men may be ashamed, hum- 
bled, reduced to repentance, that their spirit 
may be saved in tne day of the Lord ; the 
end of civil punishments inflicted by the 
magistrate is, that justice may be done ac- 
cording to law, and that peace and good 
order may be maintained in the common- 
wealth, as hath been said. The end of de- 
livering Hymeneus and Alexander to Satan 
was, "that they may learn not to blas- 
pheme,'' 1 Tim. i. 20. Erastus yields to 
Beza, p. 239, that the apostle doth not say, 
Ut non possint blaspkemare, " that hence- 
forth they may not be able to sin as they did 
before (which yet he acknowledgeth to be 
the end of civil punishments), but that they 
may learn not to blaspheme." Wherefore, 
when he expounds *iva waibevOQai to no 
other sense but this — that the Apostle had 
delivered those two to be killed by Satan, 
Ut non possinty that they may not be able 
to blaspheme so any more, just as a magis- 
trate delivers a thief to the gallows, that he 
may not be able to steal any more, and (as 
he tells us some speak) that he may learn to 
steal no more, — lie is herein confuted not 
only out of the text, but out of himself. So 
then, the end of church censures is *iya irat- 
bevOutriy that the offenders may learn, or be 
instructed, to do so no more, which belong- 
eth to the inward man or soul. The end of 
civil punishments is, Ut non possint (as 
Erastus tells us), that the offenders may not 
be able, or at least (being alive and some 
way free) may not dare to do the like, the 
sword being appointed for a terror to them 
who do evil, to restrain them from public 
and punishable offences — ^not to work upon 
the spirit of their minds, nor to effect the 
destroying of the flesh by mortification, that 
the spirit may be safe in the day of the 
Lord. 

The fiflh difference between the civil and 
ecclesiastical powers is in respect of the 
effects. The effects of the civil power are 
civil laws, civil punishments, civil rewards ; 
the effects of the ecclesiastical power are 
determinations of controversies of faith, ca- 
nons concerning order and decency in the 
church, ordination or deposition of church- 
officers, suspension from the sacrament, and 



excommunication. The powers being dis- 
tinct in their nature and causes, the effects 
must needs be distinct which flow from the 
actuating and putting in execution of the 
powers. I do not here speak of the effects 
of the ecclesiastical power of order, the dis- 
pensing of the word and sacraments, but 
of the effects of the power of jurisdiction or 
government, of which only the controversy is. 

Sixthly, The civil power hath for the ob- 
ject of it ra fiiwTiKa, the things of this life, 
matters of peace, war, justice, the king's 
matters, and the country matters — those 
things that belong to the external man ; 
but the ecclesiastical power hath for its ob- 
ject, things pertaining to God, the Lord's 
matters, as they are distinct from civil mat- 
ters, and things belonging to the inward 
man, distinct from the things belon^ng to 
the outward man. This difference Protes- 
tant writers do put between the civil and 
ecclesiastical powers. Fr. Junius, JScclesi- 
ast., lib. 3, cap. 4, saith thus : ^ We have 
put into our definition human things to be 
the subject of civil administration ; but the 
subject of ecclesiastical administration we 
have taught to be things divine and sacred. 
Things divine and sacred we call both those 
which God commandeth for the sanctification 
of our mind and conscience as things neces- 
sary, and also those which the decency and 
order of the church requireth to be ordained 
and observed, for the profitable and con- 
venient use of the things which are neces- 
sary. For example, prayers, the adminis- 
tration of the word and sacraments, eccle- 
siastical censures, are things necessary and 
essentially belonging to the communion of 
saints; but set days, set hours, set places, 
fasts, and the like, belong to the decency 
and order of the church, &c. But human 
things we call such as touch the life, the 
body, goods, and good name, as they are ex- 
pounded in the second table of the Deca- 
logue ; for these are the things in which the 
whole civil administration standeth." Tile- 
nus, Synt., part 2, disp. 32, tells us to the 
same purpose, that civU government or 
magistracy versatur circa res terrenas et 
hominem externum, *^ Magistratus (saith 
Danseus, Pol. Christ,, lib. 6, cap. 1,) tnsti' 
tuti sunt d Deo rerum humanarum quce 
hominum societati necessarice sunt^respectu 
et ad earum cur am" 

If it be objected, how can these things 
agree with that which hath been before by 
us acknowledged, that the civil magistrate 




ought to take special care of religion, of the 
conservation and purgation thereof, of the 
abolishing idolatry and superstition ; and 
ought to be custos utriusque tabulas, of the 
firat as well as second table ? I answer, that 
magistrates are appointed not only for civil 
poHcy, but for the conservation and purga- 
tion of religion, as is expressed in the Con- 
fession of Faith of the Church ofScotlandy 
before cited, we firmly believe as a most un- 
doubted truth. But when divines make the 
object of magistracy to be only such things 
as belong to this life and to human society, 
they do not mean the object of the magis- 
trate's care (as if he were not to take care 
of religion), but the object of his operation. 
The magistrate himself may not assume the 
administration of the keys, nor the dispens- 
ing of church censures ; he can but punish 
the external man with external punishments. 
Of which more afterwards. 

The seventh difference stands in the ad- 
juncts ; For, 1. The ecclesiastical power in 
presbyterial or synodical assembhes ought 
not to be exercised without prayer and call- 
ing upon the name of the Lord, Matt, xviii. 
19: there is no such obligation upon the civil 
power, as that there may be no civil court 
of justice without prayer. 2. In divers cases 
civil jurisdiction hath been, and is, in the 
person of one man ; but no ecclesiastical ju- 
risdiction is committed to one man, but to 
an assembly, in which two at least must 
agree in the thing, as is gathered from the 
text last cited. 3. No private or secret of- 
fence ought to be brought before an ecclesi- 
astical court, except in the case of contu- 
macy and impenitency after previous admo- 
nitions. This is the ordinary rule, not to 
dispute now extraordinary exceptions from 
that nde, but the civil power is not bound 
up by any such ordinary rule ; for I sup- 

Eose our opposites will hardly say (at least 
ardly make it good) that no civil injury or 
breach of law and justice, bemg privately 
committed, may be brought betore a civU 
court, eXteept first there be previous admoni- 
tions, and the party admonished prove ob- 
stinate and impenitent. 

The eighth difference stands in the cor- 
relations. The correlatum of magistracy is 
people embodied in a commonwealth, or a 
civil corporation. The correlatum of the 
ecclesiastical power is people embodied in a 
churchy or spiritual corporation. The com- 
monwealth IS not in the church, but the 
church is in the commonwealth; that is, one 



is not therefore in or of the church, because 
he is in or of the commonwealth, of which 
the church is a part; but yet every one 
that is a member of the church is also a 
member of the commonwealth, of which 
that church is a part. The Apostle dis- 
tinguisheth those that are without and those 
that are within in reference to the church, 
who were notwithstanding both sorts within 
in reference to the 'commonwealth, 1 Cor. 
V. 12, 13, The correlatum of the ecclesi- 
astical power may be quite taken away by 
persecution, or by defection, when the cor- 
relatum of the civil power may remain, and 
therefore the ecclesiastical and the civil 
power do not se mutuo ponere et toUere, 

Ninthly, There is a great difference in 
the ultimate termination. The ecclesiastical 
power can go no further than excommunica- 
tion, or (in case of extraordinary warrants, 
and when one is known to have blasphemed 
against the Holy Ghost) to anathema mar- 
anatha. If one be not humbled and reduced 
by excommunication, the church can do no 
more but leave him to the judgment of 
God, who hath promised to ratify m heaven 
what his servants, in his name and accord- 
ing to his will, do upon earth. Salmasius 
spends a whole chapter in confuting the 
point of the coactive and magistratical juris- 
diction of bishops, see Walo Messal. cap. 6. 
He acknowledgeth in that very place, p. 465, 
456, 459, 462, that the elders of the church 
have, in common, the power of ecclesiastical 
discipline, to suspend from the sacrament and 
to excommunicate, and to receive the of- 
fender again upon the evidence of his repen- 
tance. JBut the point he asserteth is, that 
bishops or elders have no such power as the 
magistrate hath, and that if he that is ex- 
communicate do not care for it, nor submit 
himself, the elders cannot compel him ; but 
the termination or quo usque of the civil 
power is quite different from this, " It is 
unto death, or to banishment, or to confis- 
cation of goods, or to imprisonment," Ezra 
vii. 26. 

Tenthly, They differ in a divided execu- 
tion ; that is, the ecclesiastical power ought 
to censure sometime one whom the magis- 
trate thinks not fit to punish with temporal 
or civil punishments; and again, the magis- 
trate ought to punish with the temporal 
sword, one whom the church ought not to 
cut off by the spiritual sword. This differ- 
ence Parous gives, Explic, Catech. quest. 

85, art. 4, and it cannot be denied; for those 
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that plead most for liberty of conscience, 
and argue asainst all civil or temporal pun- 
ishments of neretics, do notwithstanding ac- 
knowledge, that the church whereof they 
are members ought to censure and excom- 
municate them, and doth not her duty ex- 
cept she do so. The church may have rea- 
son to esteem one as an heathen and a pub- 
Hcan that is no church member, whom yet 
the magistrate, in prudence and policy, doth 
permit to live in the commonwealth. Again, 
the most notorious and scandalous sinners, 
blasphemers, murderers, adulterers, incestu- 
ous persons, robbers, &c., when God gives 
them repentance, and the signs thereof do 
appear, the church doth not bind but loose 
them, doth not retain but remit their sins, 
I mean ministerially and declaratively ; not- 
withstanding the magistrate may and ought 
to do justice according to law, even upon 
those penitent sinners. 



CHAPTER V. 

OF A TWOFOLD KINODOH OF JESUS CHRIST : 
A GENERAL KINGDOM, AS HE IS THE ETER^ 
NAL SON OF GOD, THE HEAD OF ALL PRIN- 
CIPALITIES AND POWERS, REIGNING OVER 
ALL CREATURES ; AND A PARTICULAR KING- 
DOM, AS HE IS MEDIATOR REIGNING OYER 
THE CHURCH ONLY. 

The controversy which hath been moved 
concerning the civil magistrate's vicegerent- 
ship, and the holding of his office of, and 
under, and for Jesus Christ, as he is Medi- 
ator, hath a necessary coherence with, and 
dependence upon, another controversy con- 
cerning a twofold kingdom of Jesus Christ : 
one, as he is the eternal Son of God, reign- 
ing together with the Father and the Holy 
Ghost over all things; and so the magis- 
trate is his vicegerent, and holds his oilce 
of and under him; another, as Mediator and 
Head of the church, and so the magistrate 
doth not hold his office of and under Christ 
as his vicegerent. Wherefore, before I 
come to that question concerning the ori- 
gin and tenure of the magistrate's office, 
I have thought good here to premise the 
enodation of the question concerning the 
twofold kingdom of Jesus Christ. It is a 
distinction which Mr Hussey cannot endure, 
and no marvel, for it overtumeth the foun- 
dation of his opinion. He looks upon it as 



an absurd assertion, p. 25, '* Shall he have 
one kingdom as Mediator, and another as 
God?" He quarrelleth all that I have 
said of the twofold kingdom of Christ, and 
will not admit that Christ, as Mediator, is 
King of the church only, p. 25—27, 35—37. 
The controversy draweth deeper than he 
is aware of, for Socinians and Photinians, 
finding themselves puzzled with those argu- 
ments which (to prove the eternal godhead 
of Jesus Christ) were drawn from such scrip- 
tures as call him " God, Lord, the Son of 
God ;" also from such scriptures as ascribe 
worship and adoration to lum, and from the 
texts which ascribe to him a supreme lord- 
ship, dominion, and kingdom over all things 
(for this hath been used as one argument for 
the godhead of Jesus Christ and his con- 
substantiality with the Father, " The lea- 
ther reigns, the Son reigns, the Holy Ghost 
reigns, vide lib. Isaad Clari Hispani Ad' 
versus Varimadum Arianum), thereupon 
they devised this answer. That Jesus Christ, 
in respect of his kingly office, and as Media- 
tor, is called God, and Lord, and the Son of 
God (of which see Fest, Honnii Specimen 
Controv. Belgic.^ p. 24; Jonas SchUch- 
tingius contra Meisnerum, p. 436); and 
that in the same respect he is worshipped, 
that in the same respect he is King, and that 
the kingdom which the Scripture ascribeth 
to Jesus Christ, is only as Mediator and 
Head of the church, and that he hath no 
such universal dominion over all things as 
can prove him to be the eternal Son of God. 
This gave occasion to orthodox Protestant 
writers more fully and distinctly to assert 
the great difference between that which the 
Scripture saith of Christ as he is the eter- 
nal Son of God, and that which it saith of 
him as he is Mediator ; and particularly to 
assert a twofold kingdom of Jesus Christ, 
and to prove from Scripture that, besides 
that kingdom which Chnst hath as Mediae 
tor, he hath another kingdom over all things, 
which belongs to him only as he is the eter- 
nal Son of God. This the Socinians to this 
day do contradict, and stiffly hold that Christ 
hath but one kingdom, which he exerciseth 
as Mediator over the church, and in some 
respect over all things ; but by no means 
they admit that Christ, as Gkid, reigneth 
over all things. But our writers still hold 
up aeainst them the distinction of that two- 
fold Kingdom of Jesus Chinst, see Stegmanni 
Photinianismus, disp. 27> quest, o. The 
same distinction of tne twofold kingdom of 
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Christ, as God and as Mediator, is fre- 
quently to be found in Protestant writers, 
see Synops, pur, Theol,^ disp. 26, thes. 53 ; 
Gomarus in Obad, ver. ult, ; the late Eng- 
lish Annotations on 1 Cor. xv. 24, and 
many others. Let Polanus speak for the 
rest.^ See also the same distinction cleared 
and asserted by Mr ApoUonius in his Jus 
Majestatis Circa Sacra, part 1, p. 33, 
et seq. 

The armiments to prove that distinction 
of the twofold kingdom of Christ are these : 

First, Those kingdoms— of which the one 
is accessory and adventitious to the Son of 
God, and which, if it were not, the want of 
it could not prove him not to be God ; the 
other necessarily floweth from his godhead, 
so that without it he were not God — are 
most different and distinct kingdoms. But 
the kingdom of Christ as Mediator, and the 
kingdom of Christ as he is the eternal Son 
of Uod, are such ; therefore, if the Son of 
Grod had never received the office of Mediar 
tor, and so should not have reigned as Me- 
diator, yet he had been the natural Son of 
Grod ; for this could not be a necessary con- 
sequence: He is the natural Son of God, 
therefore he is Mediator ; for he had been 
the natural Son of God though he had not 
been Mediator, and though man had not 
been redeemed. But if you suppose that 
the Son of God reigns not, as God, with the 
Father and the Holy Ghost from everlast- 
ing to everlasting, then you must needs sup- 
pose that he is not the natural and eternal 
Son of God. 

Secondly, Those kingdoms, of which the 
one is proper and personal to Jesus Christ 
as God-man, the other not proper and per- 
sonal, but common to the Father and the 
Holy Ghost, — are most different and dis- 
tinct kingdoms ; but the kingdom of Jesus 
Christ as Mediator, and his kingdom as he 
is the eternal Son of God, are such. There- 
fore, that kingdom which Christ hath as 
Mediator, by special dispensation of God 

1 Synt. Theol., lib. 6, cap. 29.— Regnum Christi 
yel natorale est, vel donatiyum. Regnum Cbristi 
naturale est qnod Christus a natnra habet, estque 
communis totius Deitatis, etc. Hos regnum etiam 
uniTersale dicitor, quia est simpliciter in universa. 
At regnum Christi donativum est quod Christus 
tradium a Patre ut Btaf^^emtts accepit, etc. Hoc reg- 
num est proprium Christi, quod ut Rex Mediator 
obtinet in persona sua : ac regnum etiam singnlare 
dicitur quia est peculifure in ecclesia, etc. Utque 
naturale regnum obtinet jure naturae, quia est natu- 
ralis filins Dei Patris : ita donatiyum regnum obti- 
net jure donationis. 



committed to him, is liis alone properly and 
personally; for we cannot say that the Father 
reigns as Mediator, or that the Holy Ghost 
reigns as Mediator. But that kingdom 
which Christ hath, as he is the eternal Son 
of God, is the very same consubstantially 
with that kingdom whereby Grod the Father 
and God the Holy Ghost do reign. 

Thirdly, He that hath a kingdom which 
shall be continued and exercised forever, and 
a kingdom which shall not be continued and 
exercised forever, hath two distinct king- 
doms. But Jesus Christ hath a kingdom 
which shall be continued and exercised for- 
ever, namely, the kingdom which he hath as 
the eternal Son of God ; and another king- 
dom which shall not be continued and exer- 
cised forever, namely, the kingdom which he 
hath as Mediator : Therefore, the eternity of 
the one kingdom is not doubted of : but that 
the other kingdom shall not be forever ex- 
ercised, that is, that Christ shall not forever 
reign as Mediator, is proved from 1 Cor. xv. 
24, 26.1 Mr Hussey, p. 35 — 37, goeth about 
to answer this argument, which ne confess- 
eth to say something ; and indeed it saith so 
much, that though ne maketh an extrava- 
gant exception — " Doth it appear," saith he, 
'* that the kingdom that he shall lay down 
to Grod his Father, is not over all the world?" 
— ^yet he plainly yields the point which I 
was then proving. " Christ (saith he), in the 
day of judgment, shall lay down all the office 
of Mediatorship." I hope he will not say 
that Christ shall lay down at the day of 
judgment that kingdom which he hatn as 
the eternal Son of God. So then I have 
what I was seeking, that Christ hath one 
kingdom as Mediator, another as the eter- 
nal Son of God. And whereas Mr Hussey 
holdeth that Christ, as Mediator, reigns over 
all things as the vicar of his Father, we shall 
see anon the weakness of his arguments 
brought to prove it. Meanwhile, I ask, What 
then is that kingdom which belongs to Christ 
as the eternal Son of God, and which shall 
not be laid down, but continue forever ? Let 
him think on this argument. Whatsoever 
belongs to that kingdom which shall be con- 
tinued forever, and shall not be laid down at 

1 Synt. pur. Theol. disp. 26, thes. 35.— Ipsi (Pa- 
tri) suum quoque sceptrum Mediatorium sen cbco- 
nomicum traditurus dicitur, ut imperium mere di- 
yinum eadem gloria ao maj estate cum Patre, erga 
snos electos in leternnm ezerceat. Zach. Ursinus, 
tom. 1, 398. — Christus Patri tradet regnum post 
glorificationem ecclesiao, id est, desinet facere offi- 
cium Mediatoris. 
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the day of judgment, doth belong to Christ, 
not as Mediator, but as the eternal Son of 
God. But the general power and dominion 
by which Jesus Christ exerciseth sovereignty 
over all creatures, without exception, doing 
to them, and fulfilling upon them all the 
good pleasure of his will, belongs to that 
kingdom which shall be continued forever, 
and shall not be laid down at the day of 
judgment; therefore, that general power 
and dominion by which Jesus Christ exercis- 
eth sovereignty over all creatures, without ex- 
ception, doing to them, and ^Ifilling upon 
them, all the good pleasure of his wiU, doth 
belong to Christ, not as Mediator, but as the 
eternal Son of Grod. And thus I make a 
transition to another argument. 

Fourthly, He that hath a kingdom admi- 
nistered by and in evangelical ordinances, and 
a kingdom administered by his divine power, 
without evangelical ordinances, hath two 
different and distinct kingdoms. But Jesus 
Christ hath a kingdom administered by and 
in evangelical orainances, and a kingdom 
administered by his divine power, without 
evangelical ordinances ; therefore, doth not 
Jesus Christ reign over devils and damned 
spirits by his divine power, reserving them 
in chains of darkness to the judgment of 
the great day ? But will Mr Hussey say that 
Christ reigns over the devils and damned 
spirits as Mediator, or by the same kingdom 
by which he reigns in his church by and in 
his ordinances? Therefore we must needs 
say, that Christ hath one kingdom as the 
eternal Son of God, another as Mediator. 

Fifthly, He that hath a kingdom in sub- 
ordination to Grod the Father, and as his 
vicegerent, and another kingdom wherein 
he is not subordinate unto, but equal with 
God the Father, hath two most different 
kingdoms. But Jesus Christ hath a king- 
dom in subordination to God the Father, 
and another kingdom wherein he is not sub- 
ordinate unto, but equal with God the Fa- 
ther ; therefore, the kingdom which Christ 
hath as Mediator, doth (in regard of the 
office of Mediatorship) constitute him in a 
subordination to his Father, whose command- 
ments he executeth, and to whom he gives 
an accoimt of his ministration. So that 
though he that is Mediator, being the eter- 
nal Son of God, is equal with the Father, 
yet as Mediator he is not equal with the 
Father, but subordinate to the Father; 
which our divines prove from these scrip- 
tures, — Isa. xlii. 1, " Behold my servant ;" 



Johnxiv.28, "My Father is greater than I ;" 
1 Cor. xi. 3, " The head of Christ is God." 
In the same consideration as Christ is our 
head, God is Christ's head, namely, as Christ 
is Mediator. But that kingdom which Christ 
hath as he is the eternal Son of God, he 
holds it not in a subordination to God the 
Father, but as being consubstantial with his 
Father, and thinking it no robbery to be 
called equal with God ; so that, in this con- 
sideration, the Father is not greater than 
he. Mr Hussey, p. 37, saith of Christ, in 
respect of the government which he hath as 
Mediator, " He is as it were the vicar of his 
Father." I hope he vrill not say so of that 
government which Christ hath as the eter- 
nal Son of Grod. And, p. 27, he holds that 
Christ, as Mediator, is subject to God ; " but 
in the consideration that Christ is the second 
person of Trinity, so he is not inferior to 
God the Father." So that he himself can- 
not but yield my argument. 

Sixthly, If Christ hath a kingdom in 
time dispensed and delegated to him, and 
unto which he was anointed, and hath an- 
other kingdom which is not delegated, nor in 
time dispensed, nor he anointed to it, but 
doth necessarily and naturally accompany 
the communication of the divine nature to 
him by eternal generation, then he hath 
two very different kingdoms: one as he is 
Mediator, another as he is the eternal Son 
of God. But Christ hath a kingdom in time 
dispensed and delegated, &c. If you speak 
of Christ as Mediator, God hath made him 
both Lord and Christ, Acts ii. 36, but as he 
is the eternal Son of Giod, he is not Dominus 
/actus; he is not made Lord and King, any 
more than he is made the natural Son of 
Grod. When the Psalmist speaketh of that 
kingdom which Christ hath as Mediator, 
he tells us of the anointing of Christ, Fsal. 
xlv. 6, " The sceptre of thy kingdon is a 
right sceptre;" ver. 7, "Thy God hath 
anointed thee with the oil of gladness." But 
we cannot say that Christ was anointed to 
that kingdom which he hath as the eternal 
Son of Grod. 

Seventhly, If the Scripture holds forth a 
kingdom which Christ hath over all crea- 
tures, and another kingdom which he hath 
over the church only, then it holds forth the 
twofold kingdom which I ^ead for, and 
which Mr Hussey denieth. But the Scrip- 
ture holds forth, &c.: Christ, as he is " God 
over all, blessed forever," Eom. ix. 6, exer- 
ciseth sovereignty and dominion over aU 
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things, even as his Father doth, Psal. cxv. 3 ; 
Dan. iv. 34, 35, for his Father and he are 
one. But as he is Mediator, his kingdom is 
his church only, and he is " over his own 
house," Heb. iii. 6. You will say the word 
only is not in Scripture. I answer, When 
we say that faith only justifieth, the word 
only is not in Scripture, but the thing is. Just 
so here; for, first, David, Solomon, and 
Eliakim, were types of Christ the King. 
Now David and Solomon did reign only over 
God's people as their subjects, though they 
had other people tributskries and subdued. 
So doth Christ reign over the house of Jacob 
only, Luke i. 32, 33, *« The Lord shall 
give unto him the throne of his father David, 
and he shall reign over the house of Jacob 
forever;'* Isa. ix, 7, " Of the increase of his 
government and peace there shall be no end, 
upon the throne of David, and upon his 
kingdom, to order it ;" Isa. xxi. 22, " I will 
commit the government into his hand, and 
he shall be a father to the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem, and to the house of Judah, and 
the key of the house of David will I lay upon 
his shoulder." 2. It was foretold and ap- 
plied to the church and people of God as a 
proper and peculiar comfort to the church, 
that Christ was to come and reign as a king, 
Isa. ix. 6, " Unto us a child is born, unto us 
a son is given ; and the government shall be 
upon his shoulder ;" Zech. ix. 9, " Rejoice 
greatly, O daughter of Zion; shout, O daugh- 
ter of Jerusalem : behold, thy king cometh 
unto thee ;" Matt. ii. 6, " Out of thee shall 
come a governor that shall rule my people 
Israel." 3. The Jews did generally under- 
stand it so, that the Messias was to be the 
church's king only, which made Pilate say 
to them, " Shall I crucify your King ?" And 
hence it was also, that the wise men who 
came to inquire for Christ, said, " Where is he 
that is born King of the Jews?" Matt. ii. 2. 

Eighthly. That very place, Eph i. 21 — 
23, from which Mr Coleman drew an argu- 
ment against us, doth plainly hold forth 
a twofold supremacy of Jesus Christ : one 
over all things, another in reference to the 
church only, which is his body, his fulness, 
and to whom alone he is Head, according to 
that text. Of which more afterwards. 

Ninthly. The Apostle, Col. i., doth also 
distinguish this twofold pre-eminence, su- 
premacy, and kingdom of Jesus Christ : one 
which is universal, and over all things, and 
which belongeth to him as he is the eternal 
Son of God, ver. 16 — 17, " Who is the 



image of the invisible God, the first-bom of 
every creature : for by him were all things 
created that are in heaven, and that are in 
earth, visible and invisible, whether they be 
thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or 
powers ; all things were created by him and 
for him. And he is before all things, and by 
him all things consist." Another which is 
economical and particular in and over the 
church, and this ne hath as Mediator ;^ ver. 
18, '' And he is the head of the body, the 
church ; who is the beginning, the first-bom 
from the dead ; that in all things he might 
have the pre-eminence." That, ver. 18, he 
speaketh of Christ as Mediator, is not con- 
troverted. But Mr Hussey, p. 36, would 
fain make it out (if he could) that Christ, as 
Mediator, is spoken of, ver. 16 — 17. The 
Apostle, indeed, in that which went before, 
did speak of Christ as Mediator. But the 
scope of these three verses is to prove the 

fodhead of Jesus Christ. Yea, Mr Hussey 
imself yieldeth, that as God, and not as 
Mediator, he did create the world. How can 
he then contend that the Apostle speaketh 
here of Christ as Mediator ? and why doth 
he find fault with my exposition that the 
Apostle speaketh here of Christ as Grod ? Do 
not our writers urge Col. i. 16, 17, against 
the Socinians and Photinians, to prove the 
eternal godhead of Jesus Christ, because by 
him all things were created, and he is be- 
fore all things. See Stegmanni Photinia- 
nismus, disp. 6, quest. 12 ; Becmanus, exer- 
cit. 4 and 8; where you may see, that the 
adversaries contend (as Mr Hussey doth) 
that the Apostle, ver. 16 — 17, doth not 
speak of the person of Jesus Christ, proving 
him to be true God, but that he speaks of 
Christ as Mediator, or in respect of his office, 
and of that dominion which Christ hath as 
Mediator (so Jonas Schlichtingius contra 
Meisner^ p. 469); and that ver. 16 — 17, 
ascribeth no more to Christ than ver. 18. 
But Becmanus, answering Julius, distinguish- 
eth the text as I do ; for which analysis I 
did formerly cite Beza, Zanchius, Gualther, 
Bullinger, Tossanus, M. Bayne, beside divers 
others. But I have found none that under- 
stands the text as Mr Hussey doth, except 
the Socinians and Photinians, who do not 



1 Calvin in Col. i. 18. — Postquam generaliter de 
Christi excellentia disseruit, deque summo ejus in 
omnes creaturas principatu: iterum redit ad ea 
quae peculiariter ad ecclesiam spectant. In nomine 
capitis alii plura considerant, etc. Hie vero potis- 
simum. meo judicio, de gubernatione loquitur. 



acknowledge that Christ hath tnich an uni- 
yersal dominion and lordship over all things 
as God the Fatlier, but only that he ruleui 
over all things as Mediator. 

Now for answer to that which Mr Ilussey, 
p. 26, 27) allegeth, to prove that Christ, as 
Mediator, reigneth over all things : first, he 
tells us out of Diodati, that Christ is Head of 
the church, and King of the universe ; and 
out of Calvin, that the kingdom of Christ is 
over all, and fiUeth heaven and earth. But 
who denieth this? That which he had to 
prove is, that Christ, as Mediator, is Kin^ of 
the universe, and, as Mediator, his kingdom 
is spread over all ; and when he hath proved 
that, he hath another thing to prove, that 
the universality of Christ's kingdom, as he is 
Mediator, is to be understood not only in an 
ecclesiastical notion, that is, so far as all 
nations are or shall be brought under the 
obedience of the gospel, but also in the no- 
tion of civil government, that is, that Christ 
reigns as Mediator over all creatures, whe- 
ther under or without the gospel ; and that all 
civil power, principality and government 
whatsoever in this world, is put in Christ's 
hand as Mediator. If, therefore, he will 
argue, let him argue so as to conclude the 
pomt. 

The next objection he maketh is from 
Heb. i. 2, Christ, as Mediator, is made ** heir 
of all things." 

But I answer, Christ is heir of all things, 

1. As the eternal Son of God, in the same 
respect as it is said of Christ in the next 
words of the same verse, that he made the 
world ; and thus he may be called heir of all 
things by nature, even as Col. i. 15, he is 
called "the first-bom of every creature." 

2. He is heir of all things as Mediator, for 
the heathen and all the ends of the earth 
are given him for an inheritance, Psal. ii. 8; 
but that is only church-wise; he' shall have a 
catholic church gathered out of all nations, 
and all kings, and people, and tongues, and 
languages shall be made to serve him. 

Moreover, Mr Hussey obiecteth from 
Heb. ii. 8, and 1 Cor. xv. 28, that God hath 

Sut all things under Christ's feet as he is 
lediator. Ans, As this is not perfectly 
fulfilled in this world, but will then be ful- 
filled when " Christ shall have put down all 
rule, and all authority and power :" so in the 
measure and degree wherein it is fulfilled 
in this world, it concerneth not men only, 
but all the works of God's hands : Heb. 
ii. 7, " Thou crownedst him with glory and 



honour, and didst set him over the works of 
thy hands ;" which is taken out of the eighth 
Psialm, ver. 6, 7, " Thou hast put all things 
under his feet, all sheep and oxen," &c. 
Now how is it that tlie Apostle applieth all 
this to Christ ? How doth Christ rule over 
the beasts, fowls, fishes ? Calvin, in 1 Cor. 
XV. 27, 28, answereth, Dominatur ergOy ut 
omnia serviant ejus glorice, — He ruleth, 
so as all things may serve for his glory. So, 
then, all things are put under (jnrist's feet 
as he is Mediator, both in regard of his ex- 
cellency, the dignity and glory unto which 
he is exalted, far above all the glory of any 
creature, and in respect of his power and 
over-ruling providence, whereby ne can dis- 
pose of all things so as may make most for 
nis glory. But it is a third thing which Mr 
Hussey hath to prove, namely, that Christ, 
as Mediator, exerciseth his office and govern- 
ment over ail men as his subjects, and over 
all magistrates as his deputies, yea, over all 
things, even over the reasonable creatures ; 
for, oy his arguing, he will have Christ, as 
Mediator, to govern the sheep, oxen, fowls, 
and fishes ; all things, as well as all persons, 
being put under (jnrist's feet. But in the 
handling of this very argument, Mr Hussey 
yields the cause : — " God is said to put all 
things under him (saith he), whereby it is 
implied, that all things were not under him 
beiore they were put under him ; but as the 
second person in Trinity, so nothing could 
be said to be put under him, because they 
were in that respect always under him." Is 
not this all one for substance with that dis- 
tinction formerly cited out of Polanus, of a 
twofold kingdom of Christ : one natural, as 
he is the second person in the Trinity, an- 
other donative, as ne is Mediator ? 

Lastly. Mr Hussey argueth from Phil. ii. 
8 — 10: Christ, as Mediator, is exalted to 
have a name above every name, that at the 
name of Jesus every knee may bow. Ans, 
Here is indeed a dignity, glory, and power, 
as Diodati saith, above au things, but yet 
not a government or kingdom, as Mediator; 
for those who must bow the knee to Christ, 
are nob only things in heaven, that is, angels, 
and things in earth, that is, men, but also 
things under the earth, that is, devils ; yet 
devils are none of the subjects of Christ's 
kingdom as he is Mediator. Therefore this 
text proves not a headship or government 
over all (which Mr Hussey contends for), but 
a power over all. 

I will here anticipate another objection. 
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which is not moved hy Mr Hussey. It may be 
objected from 1 Cor. xi. 3, ** That the head 
of every man is Christ." I answer, 1. Some 
understand this of Christ as God, and as the 
Creator of man. And if it be said that the 
latter clause, the '* head of Christ is God," is 
meant of Christ as Mediator, and not as 
God: yet Martyr tells us out of Chrysos- 
tom, that all these comparisons and subor- 
dinations in this text are not to be taken in 
one and the same sense. 2. I grant also 
that Christ may be called the head of every 
man, not only in respect of his godhead, 
but as Mediator ; that is, the head of every 
man in the church, not of every man in the 
world ; for the apostle speaks, de ordine di- 
vinitus aancito in ecclesicB corpore mystico^ 
as Mr David Dickson (an interpreter who 
hath taken very good pains in the textual 
study of Scripture) saith upon the place. I 
shall clear it by the like forms of speech, 
Jer. XXX. 6, " Wherefore do I see every 
man with his hands on his loins ?" Luke xvi. 
16, " The kingdom of God is preached, and 
every man presseth into it ;" 1 Cor. xii. 7, 
*' The manifestation of the Spirit is given to 
every man to profit withal;" Heb. ii. 9, 
" Jesus did taste death for every man." Yet 
none of these places are meant of every man 
in the world. 3. Yea, in some sense Christ, 
as Mediator, may be called the head of every 
man in the world ; that is, in respect of 
dignity, excellency, dory, eminence of place, 
quia in hoc sexu ilte swpra omens eminet, 
saith Gualther, or because no man had parity 
or equality of honour with Christ ; so Martyr 
and Hunnius. The English Annotations say 
that Christ is the head of every man, " in 
as much as he is the first-begotten among 
many brethren." Which best agreeth with 
my second answer. 

But for taking off all these, and for pre- 
venting of other objections, that one dis- 
tinction will sufiice, which I first gave in 
examining Mr Coleman's sermon. In the 
Mediator, Jesus Christ, there is, 1. Tirepox') 
or boiof dignity, excellency, honour, glory, 
splendour. 2. Avi^a/ucs, his mighty power, 
by which he is able to do in heaven and 
earth whatsoever he will. 3. EaaiXeia, his 
kingdom, and kingly office or government ; 
which three, as they are distinguished in 
God, " thine is the kingdom, and the power, 
and the glory," why not in the Mediator 
also ? In the first two respects, Christ, as 
Mediator, is over all things, and so over all 
men, and so over all magistrates, and all 



they in subjection to him, but in the third 
respect, the relation is only between Christ 
an<f his church, as between king and king- 
dom, so that the thing in difference is that 
which Mr Hussey hath not proved, namely, 
that Christ, as Mediator, doth not only excel 
all things in glory, and exercise a supreme 
power and providence over all things tor his 
own glory, and his church's good (neither 
of which is denied), but that he also is as 
Mediator, King, Head, and Governor of the 
universe, and hath not only the government 
of his church, but all civil government put 
in his hand. When Mr Hussey, p. 28, 
saith, that I denied, p. 43, what this dis- 
tinction yieldeth, namely, that Christ, as 
Mediator, exerciseth acts of divine power in 
the behalf and for the good of his church, it 
is a calumny ; for that which I denied, p. 
43, was concerning the kingdom, not the 
power. My words were these : " But, as Me- 
diator, he is only the church's King, Head, 
and Governor, and hath no other kingdom." 
Yea himself, p. 26, speaking to these words 
of mine, noteth that I did not say, that as 
Mediator he hath no such power ; how com- 
eth it to pass that he cnargeth me with 
the denying of that which himself, but two 
pages before, had observed that I deny it not? 
Well, but, p. 43, he desires from me a 
further clearing of my distinction, ** king- 
dom, power, and glory," and that I will 
show from Scripture how it agreeth to 
Christ. I shall obey his desire, though it 
was before easy to be understood, if he had 
been willing enough to underatand. Solo- 
mon did excel all the kings of the earth in 
wisdom, riches, glory, and honour, 2 Chron. 
i. 12, and herein he was a tjrpe of Christ, 
Psal. Ixxxix. 27, " I will make him my 
first-born, higher than the kings of the 
earth :" but as Solomon was onfy king of 
Israel, and was not, by office or authority of 

fovemment, a catholic king over all the 
ingdoms of the world, nor all other kings 
Solomon's vicegerents or deputies, so Jesus 
Christ, as Mediator, is only the church's 
King, and is not King or Governor of the 
whole world, nor civil magistrates his vice- 
gerents, though he excel them all in dignity, 
glory, and honour. Again, David did sub- 
due, by power, divers states, provinces, and 
kingdoms, and make them tributary : but 
was David king of the Philistines, and king 
of the Moabites, and king of the Syrians, 
and king of the Edomites, because he smote 
them and subdued them? 2 Sam. viii. Nay it 
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is added in that very place, ver. 15, " And 
David reigned over all Israel, and David 
executed lustice and judgment unto all liis 
people." (And this is one argument to prove 
that those subdued and tributary territories 
were not properly under the government of 
Israel, because Israel was not bound to 
extirpate idolaters out of those lands, but 
only out of the holy land. See Maimonides 
de Idolol, cap. 7, sect. 1, with the annotation 
of Dionysius Vossius.) So Christ, who was 
set upon the throne of David, doth, as Me- 
diator, put forth his divine and irresistible 
power in subduing all his church's enemies, 
according to that, P^al. ii. 9, " Thou shalt 
break them with a rod of iron, thou shalt 
dash them in pieces like a potter's vessel ;" 
Bev. xvii. 14, *' The Lamb shall overcome 
them, for he is Lord of lords, and King of 
kings." But this vis major, this restraining, 
subduing power, makes not Christ, as Medi- 
ator, to be £^ng and Governor, not only of 
his church, but of the whole world beside. 
Yea, the power of Christ is over all things, 
as well as all persons ; over all beasts, fowls, 
and fishes ; Heb. ii. 7» 8, compared with 
Psal. viii. 7, 8; yea, his power is over devils, 
meant by liiings under the earth, Phil. ii. 
10. Wherefore it cannot be said, that 
Christ, as Mediator, is King, Head and Go- 
vernor of all those whom he excelieth in 
glory, or whom he hath under his power, to 
do with them what he will. It is a strange 
mistake when Mr Hussey, p. 43, objecteth 
against this distinction, that a kmgdom 
without power and glory, is a nominal 
empty thing. Surely tnere may be a kingly 
right and authority to govern where there 
is little either power or glory. But this is 
nothing to my distinction, which doth not 
suppose a kingdom without power and glory, 
nor yet power and glory without a kingdom, 
but only that the kmgdom and government 
is not to be extended to all thoi^ whom the 
king excelieth in glory (for then one king 
that hath but little glory shall be subject to 
a king that hath much glory), or over whom 
the kmg exerciseth acts of power (for then 
the king shall be king to his and his king- 
dom's enemies). I verily believe that this 
distinction, rightly apprehended, will discover 
the great mistakes ot that supposed universal 
kingdom of Christ, oa Mediator, reigning 
over all things, and the civil magistrate as 
his vicegerent. 



CHAPTER VI. 

WHETHER JESUS CHRIST, AS BIEDIATOR AND 
HEAD OF THE CHURCH, HATH PLACED THS 
CHRISTIAN MAGISTRATE TO HOLD AND EX- 
ECUTE HIS OFFICE UNDER AND FOR HIM, 
AS HIS VICEGERENT. THE ARGUMENTS FOR 
THE AFFIRMATIVE DISCUSSED. 

Mr Hussey is very angry at my distinc- 
tions and arguments which I brought against 
Mr Coleman's fourth rule, insomuch that, 
in his reply to me, he spendeth very near 
two parts of three upon this matter, from 
p. 16 to 44, having passed over sicca pede 
much of what I had said of other points in 
difference. Come now, therefore, and let 
us try his strength in this great point. He 
holds that Chnst, as Mediator, hath placed 
the Christian magistrate under him, and as 
his vicegerent, and hath given him commis- 
sion to govern the church, which, if he or 
any man can prove from the word of €rod, 
it will go far in the decision of the Erastian 
controversy, though this is not all which is 
incumbent to the Erastians to prove; for, as 
I first replied to Mr Coleman's fourth rule, 
the question is. Whether there be not some 
other government instituted and appointed 
by Jesus Christ to be in his church beside 
the civil government ? And if it should be 
granted that Christ, even as Mediator, hath 
committed, delegated, and instituted, civil 
government in ms church, yet they must 
Hirther prove that Christ hath committed 
the whole and sole power of church govern- 
ment to the magistrate, and so hath left no 
share of government to the ministry. But 
I can by no means yield that so much con- 
tended for vicegerentship of the Christian 
magistrate, and nis holding of his office of 
and under Christ, as he is Mediator. 

Mr Coleman in his He-examination, p. 
19, was fearful to set his foot upon so sUp- 
pery ground. He was loath to adventure 
upon tnis assertion, that magistracy is derived 
from Christ, as Mediator, by a commission 
of deputation and vicegerentship (which yet 
did necessarily follow upon the fourth rule 
which he had delivered in his sermon). 
Wherefore he made a retreat and held him 
at this : '* That magistracy is given to Christ 
to be serviceable in his kmgdom." But out 
steps Mr Hussey and boldly avers a great 
deal more. I much mistake if he shall not 
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be made either to make a retreat, as Mr 
Coleman did, or to do worse. 

First of all, this part of our controversy is 
to be rightly stated. The question is not, 1. 
Whether the magistrate be God's deputy or 
vicegerent, and as Grod upon earth ; for who 
denies that ? Nor, 2. Whether the magis- 
trate be Christ's deputy, as Christ is (£)d, 
and as he exerciseth an universal dominion 
over all things, as the Father and the Holy 
Ghost doth? Here likewise I hold the affir- 
mative. Nor, 3. Whether the Christian 
magistrate be useRil and subservient to the 
kingdom of Jesus Christ, even as he is Me- 
diator and King of the church ; for in this 
also I hold the affirmative ; that is, that as 
every man in his own calling, parents, mas- 
ters, servants, merchants, soldiers, &c., be- 
ing Christians, so the magistrate in his emi- 
nent station, being a Christian, is obliged to 
endeavour the propagation of the gospel, and 
the good and benefit of the church of Christ. 
But the question is. Whether the Christian 
magistrate be a governor in the church vice 
Christi, in the room and stead of Jesus 
Christ, as he is Mediator ? Or (which is all 
one) whether the rise, derivation, and tenure 
of Christian magistracy be from Jesus Christ 
under this formal consideration, as he is Me- 
diator and Head of the church ? Or (which 
is also the same), Whether Jesus Chnst, by 
virtue of that authority and power of govern- 
ment which, as Mediator and as God-man, 
he received of the Father, hath substituted 
and given commission to the Cliristian ma- 
^strate to govern the church in subordina- 
tion to him, as he govemeth it in subordina- 
tion to his Father ? In all these Mr Hus- 
sey is for the affirmative, I am for the nega- 
tive. Let us hear his reasons. First, p. 
16, he argueth from my concession : " A 
Christian magistrate is a governor in the 
church," said Mr Coleman. This understood 
sano sensu I admitted. " Now (saith Mr 
Hussey), if the church be Christ's kingdom, 
surely such as govern in it must receive 
commission from him ; which commission 
(saith he) must be in this form : Christ the 
Mediator, King of his church, doth appoint 
kings and civil magistrates to govern under 
him." Let him find tliis commission in 
Scripture, and I shall confess he hath done 
mucn. Neither doth any such thing follow 
upon my concession. For, 1. It is one thing 
to govern in the church, another thing to 
govern the church. Christian parents, mas- 
ters of colleges, and the like, are governors 



In the church; that is, being within, not 
without the church, yet, afl parents or mas- 
ters, they are not church governors. 2. I 
can also admit that the Christian magistrate 
govemeth the church ; and if this had been 
the concession, which is more than the other, 
it could not have helped him. For how 
doth the magistrate govern the church? 
Not qua a church, but qua a part of the 
commonwealth, as learned Salmasius dis- 
tinguisheth, Appar, ad lib, de Primat.y 
p. 292, 300 ; for the commonwealth is not 
in the church, but the church in the com- 
monwealth, according to that. Rev. ii., the 
church in Smyrna, the church in Pergamos, 
the church in Thyatira. And suppose all 
that are members of the commonwealth to 
be also church members, yet, in an univer- 
sal spread of the gospel, the church is go- 
verned by the magistrate as it is a common- 
wealth, not as it is a church. Every soul 
must be subject to the higher powers, church 
officers, church members, and all, but the 
$ Toiovrov, qua tale^ and xad* 6, quo ad, is 
not any ecclesiastical or spiritual, but a hu- 
man and civil relation. But whereas Mr 
Hussey addeth, that the gospel is the law 
by which Christ will judge all the world : 
" If all the world be under the law of Christ, 
then the kingdom of Christ must needs reach 
over all the world :" His proofs are mere 
mistakes. He cites 2 Thess. i. 7, 8, Christ 
shall come "in flaming fire, to take ven- 
geance on all them that know not God, and 
that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus 
Christ ;" but, in that place, they that obey 
not the gospel are those disobedient persons 
to whom the gospel was preached. Ho cites 
also Rom. ii. 16, " Judge all the world ac- 
cording to my gospel ;" but the text saith 
not so : it saith, the secrets of men, not all 
the world. Wherefore, as the Apostle there 
saith of the law, ver. 12, so say I of the gos- 
pel, as many as have sinned without the gos- 
pel, shall also perish without the gospel; 
and as many as have sinned under the gos- 
pel, shall be judged by the gospel. 

Secondly, He draweth an argument the 
strength whereof is taken from Psal. ii. 8, 
" Ask of me, and I shall give thee the hea- 
then for thine inheritance, and the uttermost 
parts of the earth for thy possession ;" and 
from 1 Tim. vi. 16, our Lord Jesus Christ 
is said to be " King of kings, and Lord of 
lords :" Jesus, Christ, being names that 
agree to him only as Mediator. 

Ans, Christ, as Mediator, hath right to 

N 
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the whole earth, and all the kingdoms of the 
world, not as if all government f even civil) 
were given to Christ (for in this kind he 
govemeth not so much as any part of the 
earth, as he is Mediator), which was the 
thing he had to prove ; but it is meant only 
of his spiritual kmgdom, which is not of this 
world, and in this respect alone it is that 
Christ, as Mediator, hath right to the go- 
vernment of all nations : he hath jus ad 
renij though not in re. As for that title, 
"King of kings, and Lord of lords," it may 
be understood two ways : First, as Christ is 
the eternal and natural Son of God, the 
eternal Wisdom of God, by whom "kings 
reign, and princes degree justice," Prov. 
viii. 16, 16; which is spoken of Christ, as 
he was the Father's delight, and as one 
brought up with him before the foundation 
of the world, ver. 22 — 30. Neither can the 
names of Jesus and Christ prove that what 
is said there must needs be meant of him 
as Mediator. Mark how well-grounded 
Mr Hussey's arguments are. Jesus sat at 
meat in Simon the Pharisee's house, Luke 
vii. 37; Jesus wept for Lazarus, because 
he loved him, Jomi xi. 35, 36. Must we 
needs therefore say that, as Mediator, he 
sat at meat in the Pharisee's house, and, 
as Mediator, he wept for Lazarus ? Christ 
is the Son of David, Matt. xxii. 42. Must 
we therefore say that, as Mediator, he is 
the Son of David ? Christ is " God over 
all, blessed for ever," Bom. ix. 5. Must we 
therefore say that this is meant of Christ 
only as Mediator ? What is more ordinary 
than to use the names of Jesus and Christ, 
when the thing which is said is meant in 
reference to one of the natures ? Secondly, 
Christ is " King of kings, and Lord of lords," 
even as Mediator : not in Mr Hussey's sense, 
as if kings had their commission from Christ, 
and did reign in his stead, as he is Media- 
tor; but in the sense of the Hebraism, 
" Vanity of vanities," that is, most vain ; 
" Holy of holies," that is, most holy ; so 
** King of. kings, and Lord of lords," that 
is, the most excellent glorious King of all 
others : the excellency, splendour, dignity, 
and majesty of kings, may be compared 
without any subordination. Drusius, jPrcB- 
terit, lib. 3, upon this very place which Mr 
Hussey objecteth, saith that this form of 
speech, "King of kings, and Lord of lords," 
was taken from the Persians and Assyrians, 
who called a great king, King of kings, and 
lord of lords. 



Thirdly, " The kingdom of Christ (saith 
Mr Hussey), is as ample as his prophecy ; 
but the prophecy of Christ is extended to all 
nations, as may appear by the commission, 
' Go teach all nations.' " But, 1. I throw 
back the argument. Christ's kingdom and 
his prophecy are commensurable ; therefore, 
as his prophecy is not actually extended to 
all nations, except successively as the gospel 
Cometh among them, so his kingdom, as he 
is Mediator, is extended no farther than the 
church, not to all nations. 2. His argument 
therefore is a miserable fallacy, a dictosecun' 
dum quid ad dictum simpliciter. Christ's 
prophecy is extended to all nations succes- 
sively, and when the gospel comes among 
them, therefore his kingdom is simply ex- 
tended to all nations, and is not bounded 
within the church only." 

Feurthly, He tells us, p. 17, " If kings 
may be called holy, if their offices may be 
accounted holy offices, or not sin^l, they 
must be held of and under Christ. 

Ans. If he mean holy, in opposition to 
civil, human, worldly, secular, I deny the 
office of kings to be holy ; if he mean holy, 
in opposition to sinful, unlawful, unholy (as 
it seems he doth), then I confess the office 
of kings is lawful, not sinfiil, and themselves 
are holy when sanctified. But this proves 
not that they hold their office of and under 
Christ, more than carters or cobblers hold 
their office of and under Christ. I am far 
from making a parallel between the magis- 
trate and these ; but this I say, Mr Hussey's 
plea for the magistrate is no other than 
agreeth to these. And where he addeth 
out of Calvin, "Bangs have place in the 
church and flock of Christ, and are not 
spoiled of their crown and sword, that they 
may be admitted into the church ;" this, 
in reference to the conclusion he driveth at, 
is no more than if he had argued thus, 
" Carters and cobblers have place in the 
church and flock of Christ, and are not 
necessitated to quit their secular calling 
that they may be admitted into the church 
of Christ ; therefore they hold theiv offices 
of and under Christ." 

Fifthly, He argueth thus : " That office 
which Christ hath declared to be of God, 
and bounded and limited in his gospel, that 
office is held under Christ as Mediator ; but 
the civil magistrate is so. Bom. xiii. 4." 

Ans, 1. His proposition is most false, 
and will never be proved. 2. If this argu- 
ment hold good, tnen the pagan magistrate 
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holds his ofEce under Christ as Mediator (for 
of sach magistrates then in being the Apostle 
meaneth, Kom xiii.) ; so that either he must 
recal what he saith here, or what he saith 
afterward, that the office of the pagan ma- 
gistrate is sinfiil and unlawful. 3. £7 Mr 
Hussej's medium, one might prove that 
servants hold their office under Christ as 
Mediator, because he hath declared their 
office to be of Grod, and hath bounded and 
limited it in his gospel, Eph. vi. 5 — 8. 

Sixthly, He saath they be the same per- 
sons that are under Christ and under the 
magistrate; and ^rther, *' Christ's ends and 
the king's ends are both one ;" 1 Tim. ii. 2, 
" That we may lead a quiet and peaceable 
life, in all godliness and honesty." Now, 
either the office of the Mediator's kingdom 
is superior, or inferior, or co-ordinate, m re- 
ference to the magistrate's office. ^ 

Ans. 1. Very often they are not the same 
persons that are under Christ and under the 
magistrate; for, 1 Cor. v. 11, 12, the Apos- 
tle distinguisheth those that were within^ 
or those that were called brethren, from 
those that were without^ — both were under 
the magistrate, both were not under Christ; 
and now the Jews, in divers places, are 
under the Christian magistrate, not under 
Christ. 2. The end of CSirist's kingly office 
and the end of magistracy are so di^erent, 
that to say they are the same, is to offer 
indignity and dishonour to Jesus Christ. 
Kings are indeed appointed that we may 
live under them a quiet and peaceable life, 
in all godliness and honesty ; but herein 
he hath answered himself, p. 29, " The civil 
magistrate may require of the people that 
they will attend upon the means, out of na- 
tural principles," Deum esse et colendum. 
Of the ends of magistracy I have spoken 
before, whither I remit him. The ends of 
Christ's kingly office are quite another thing ; 
namely, to destroy all our soul's enemies, — 
Satan, the flesh, the wicked world, death ; to 
put all his enemies under his feet ; to send 
out his officers and ministers for the perfect- 
ing of the saints, for the work of the minis- 
try, for the edifying of the body of Christ ; 
to govern his people by his Word and Spi- 
rit, and to keep them by the power of God 
through faith unto salvation. 3. The com- 

S arisen between Christ's kingly office as Me- 
iator, and the magistrate's office, is neither 
to be drawn f]rom superiority and inferiority, 
nor co-ordination ; tor they are disparata, 
and differ toto genere. 



And now I shall proceed, for method's 
sake, to examine other four arguments from 
Scripture, upon which Mr Hussey (though 
he doth not join them to the former six) 
afterward layeth no small weight for up- 
holding that opinion, that the magistrate 
holds his office of and under Christ, as he is 
Mediator. 

The seventh argument, therefore, shall be 
that which he draweth from Matt, xxviii. 
18, p. 25, whereunto I have two answers, 
according to two different applications of 
that text. When Christ said, " All power is 
given unto me in heaven and in earth," it 
may be understood either as he is Mediator, 
or as he is the Second Person in the blessed 
Trinity, the eternal Son of God. So, when 
the Ubiquitaries would prove from that place 
the real communication of divine omnipo- 
tence to the human nature of Christ, our 
divines answer, The text may be understood 
either of Christ's person, God-man, or as he 
is the natural Son of God. See Gomarus 
upon the place. Now, take the text either 
way, it proves not what Mr Hussey would. 
Let it be understood of Christ as God-man, 
and as Mediator (which is the most promis- 
ing sense for him) yet it cannot prove that 
alipower, without exception, and all govern- 
ment, — ^as well without as within the church, 
as well secular as ecclesiastical, — is put in 
Christ's hand as he is Mediator, and that the 
civil magistrate holds his office of and under 
Christ : but the sense must be. All power 
which belongs to the Mediator, and all au- 
thority which belongs to the gathering and 
governing of the church is given to me : for 
we must needs expound his meaning as him- 
^If hath taught us,^ John xviii. 36 ; Luke 
xii. 14. We must not say that any such 
power is given to him, as himself denieth 
to be given to him, namely, civil power 
and magistracy. Wherefore Martin fiucer, 
in his Scripta Anglicana, p. 273, doth 
rightly refer these words, " All power is 

1 Greg, de Yalentia. oomment. in Thorn., torn. 4, 
disp. 1, quest. 32, punct 6. — Si autem per omnem 
potestatem, secundo intelligamns ibi cum Hierony- 
mo et Anselmo omnem potestatem necessariam 
quidem Christo ad gubernandam spiritualiter om- 
nem ecclesiam, tnm in coelo, ubi est caput et rex an- 
gelomm ; tum in terra, ubi sunt homines, quorum 
item est rex et caput : satis constat non inde sequi 
quod acceperit etiam potestatem politicam. Medina 
in tertiani partem, quest. 69, art. 4. — Bicendum 
quad omnis potestas et auctoritas tribuenda est 
Christo, si tamen decens sit ad jofSdum redemp- 
tionis ; at quod fuerit rex temporalis totius orbis 
minime decuit Christum, ob idque istam auctorita- 
tem non accepit. 
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given unto me in heaven and in earth," 
to the head de Ecclesice (Economia, and 
makes this text parallel to John xx. 21 — ' 
23, "As my Fauier hath sent me, even so 
send I you," &c. ; " Whose soever sins ye re- 
mit," &c.; and to Matt. xvi. 19, " I will give 
unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven, 
and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth, 
shall be bound in heaven, and whatsoever 
thou shalt loose on earth, shall be loosed in 
heaven." And this is the waaa klovala all 
authority or power in heaven and in earth, 
which is meant. Matt, xxviii. 18 ; which is 
further confirmed by the Syriac, which read- 
eth thus, ver. 18, " All power is given unto 
me in heaven and in earth : but as my Father 
hath sent me, even so send I you ;" ver. 19, 
" Go, therefore, teach all nations." So re- 
stricting the sense to be in reference to the 
church only, and excluding civil government 
and magistracy, from which Christ had before 
excluded his apostles. Medina in tertiam 
Partem, quest. 69, art. 4, holds the same 
thing, that the context and cohesion of ver. 
18, 19, proves the kingdom of Christ to be 
merely spiritual. 

But, 2. The text will suffer yet a further 
restriction, namely, that all power in heaven 
and in earth is said to be given unto Jesus 
Christ, as he is the eternal Son of God; and 
that both in respect of the eternal genera- 
tion by which the godhead, and so all divine 
properties (of which omnipotence is one) was 
from all eternity communicated from the 
Father to the Son, and in respect of the 
declaration or manifestation of him to be the 
Son of God with power, when God raised 
him from the dead. Mr Hussey saith he is 
astonished to hear that any thing should be 
given to Christ, as God. Where, first of all, 
I observe, how miserably he mangleth and 
maimeth my words, as in other places, so 
here. He citeth these words as mine, " That 
Christ, as he is eternal God, doth, with the 
Father and the Holy Ghost, reign over the 
kingdoms of the earth, &c., and this power 
was given," &c. It is not fair nor just deal- 
ing to change a man's words in a citation, 
especially when the change is material. Now 
here are divers changes in this passage. 
This one only I take notice of : I said not 
" As he is eternal Grod," but, " As he is the 
eternal Son of God ;" and all along in that 
question, I spake of the Son of God, not 
essentially, but personally, as he is the Son 
of God, or Second Person in the Trinity ; 
and so the godhead, and all the attributes 



and properties thereof, are communicated 
to him from the Father by the eternal gene- 
ration ; and, as the Nicene Creed said, he 
is Deus de Deo, Lumen de Lumine : God 
of Grod, Light of Light. I ask, therefore, 
Mr Hussey, What do you mutter here? 
Speak it out. Do you hold that Jesus Christ 
is not only ovonubQs but vTroarariKbis, not 
only essentially but personally avrtSeosj 
that he is not only ex seipso Deus, but ex 
seipso Filius ? If this be the thing you hold, 
then you oppose me indeed; but so as you 
fall into a blasphemous heresy, that Christ, 
as he is the eternal Son of God, hath not all 

Eower in heaven and in earth, but only as 
e is Mediator, because that power is given 
to him ; and nothing can be given to Christ, 
as the eternal Son of God, but only as he 
is Mediator, by your principles. But if your 
meaning be no more than this, that Cnrist 
considered ohotwhtSs, in respect of the very 
nature and essence of the godhead, iQavToOeos, 
not God of God, but God of himself, and that 
so nothing can be said to be given to him ; 
then why have you dealt so uncharitably as to 
suppose me to be herein ppposite unto you, 
when I plainly spake of the eternal Son of 
God vwoorariKiis, in respect of the person- 
ality or relation of filiation, or as he is the 
eternal Son of God ? in which sense I yet 
aver confidently, that all power in heaven 
and earth may be said to be given to Je- 
sus Christ, as he is the eternal Son of God 
by eternal generation. 

I added, that all power in heaven and 
earth may be said to be given to Christ, as 
he is the eternal Son of God, in another 
respect, namely, in respect of the declaration 
thereof at his resurrection. To this Mr 
Hussey replieth, " That to hold anything 
should be given him that should concern his 
godhead at the time of his resurrection, is 
more monstrous." Then hath Gomarus and 
others given a monstrous answer to the Ubi- 
quitaries; yet they clear it by Augustine's 
rule, Aliquid dicitur fieri quando indpit 
patefieri. Is it any more strange than to 
say that Christ was begotten that day when 
he was raised from the dead ? Acts xiii. 33. 
The Son of God had, in obedience to his 
Father's will, laid aside and relinquished his 
divine dominion and power when he took 
upon him the form of a servant (which I said 
before, but it seems was not considered by 
Mr Hussey) ; now, at his resurrection, the 
Father restoreth with advantage that for- 
merly- relinquished sovereignty. 
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But he addeth, that if Matt, xxviii. 18, 
be not understood of Christ as Mediator, 
^* then he had no authority as Mediator to 
send his apostles ; for it foUoweth, * Go ye 
therefore and preach.' From this authority 
here spoken of is the authority to preacn 
the gospel." 

Afis, Not to stand upon the want of the 
particle ouv therefore, in divers Greek co- 
pies, I admit of the cohesion and depend- 
ance of the words, thus : Christ being to give 
a commission to the apostles to go and preach 
the gospel to all nations, he first anticipateth 
a great objection, which might arise m the 
apostleB' minds. They might think. How 
shall we be able to carry the gospel through 
the nations ? We shall have au the powers of 
the world against us. To remove this fear, 
he said, " All power is given unto me in 
heaven and in earth." As if he had said. 
Do you believe that I who send you out, am 
the Son of the living God? then know assur- 
edly, that my divine power and sovereignty 
shall be for you, and I will so overrule all 
the kings and potentates, and states of the 
world, as may be most for my glory and your 
good ; fear not, therefore, but go and preach 
to all nations." 

And so much of that text, Matt, xxviii. 18. 
Salmeron upon the place draws from it 
Christ's dominion even in temporal thin^ 
(as Mr Hussey doth), and thence he derivetn 
the temporal power of the Pope as Christ's 
vicar over the kings and kingdoms of the 
world. So Suarez in tertiam partem Tho- 
mcB, disp. 48, sect. 2; GamachsBus in tertiam 
partem Thorns, quest. 22 ; yet some of the 
j?apists themselves are ashamed to defend 
Christ's dominion in temporal things (except 
as God only), it appearing to them so far 
contrary to other scriptures. 

Bellarmine himself Ub. 5, de Pont. Rom. 
cap. 4, confesseth that Christ, as he did not 
execute any temporal dominion, so he neither 
had nor received such power and authority: 
thereupon he inferreth that the Pope, whom 
he calleth Christ's vicar and representee on 
earth, hath not any temporal dominion di- 
, rectly, but indirectly, and in or dine ad spi- 
ritualia. I appeal also to Salmeron, in an- 
other place, where he speaks more soundly, 
torn. 4, part 3, tract. 4, p. 413. He proves 
from John xviii. 36, and Luke xii. 14, that 
Christ had not nor received not any tem- 
poral power, and thence inferreth, Cum ergo 
Christus hujusmodi potestatem non hahu'- 
erit, nee Petro illam tradidit. 



The eighth argument shall be that which 
Mr Coleman did draw from 1 Cor. xii. 28, to 
prove that Christ hath placed in bis church 
magistrates or civil governments. Hereunto 
I had made four answers. Mr Hussey pass- 
eth two of them, which he is pleased to esteem 
" trifles not worth answer." Now the Ga- 
maUel speaks ^ cathedra. The other two 
he offereth to confiite, p. 28 — 31. First, 
Whereas I said, that if by governments, in 
that place be understood civil magistrates, 
yet the text saith not thatX^hrist haui placed 
them. " Then (saith Mr Hussey) d fortiori 
you disclaim by that means any government 
in this place as officers under. Christ." No, 
Sir, this reasoning is d baculo ad angulum. 
I hold church officers and church govern- 
ment to be under Christ, and under nim as 
Mediator and King of the church, and am 
ready to prove it against any that will deny 
it. But upon supposition that civil govern- 
ment is meant in that text (which I utterly 
deny), I had reason to call the affirmer to 
his proper task, to prove fi'om that text, that 
Christ, as Mediator, hath placed civil govern- 
ment or magistracy in nis church. This 
was the point it was brought for, and still I 
call to make good that proof, for I deny it. 
It seems Mr Hussey finds himself puzzled 
to make it out, and therefore he saith, ** If 
Mr Coleman will be ruled by me, so as Mr 
Gillespie will not urge this for constitution of 
church governments, he shall let it go." But 
if it be a truth. Sir, you ought to buy it, 
and not sell it ; for my part, I dare make 
no bargain of Scripture. 

My next answer was, that " the Apostle 
speaks of such governors as the church had 
at that time ; but at that time the church 
had no godly nor Christian magistrates." Mr 
Hussey answereth, that it cannot be proved 
** that the Apostle speaketh of such officers 
as were in the church in his time only." 
He addeth, " I shall urge some few argu- 
ments to the contrary." To the contrary 
of what ? I did not say that the Apostle 
speaketh of such officers as were in the church 
in his time only; but that the church at that 
time had all those officers whom the Apostle 
speaketh of. One would think that he who 
censureth others so much for want of skill in 
disputations, should not so far mistake his 
mark. But we know what he would have 
said though he hath not hit it. Let us hear 
his arguments. Fu*st, he tells us that the 
word ^bero will signify proposuit or decrevit, 
so that where we read, " God hath set in 
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the church," it may be read, " God hath 
appointed to his church," so to take in 
those governments which should afterward 
by God's appointment come to the church. 
He clears it by John xv. 16; Acts xix. 21. 
Ans. Then the Apostle saith no more to the 
Corinthians than might have been said to 
the old world before the flood ; for if the 
meaning be that God hath ordained and 
purposed, all this text had been true, if de- 
uvered in terminis terminantibiis, to the old 
world, " God hath set some in the church, 
first Apostles," &c. 2. The context showeth 
that the Apostle speaketh only of such ad- 
ministrations as the church had at that time; 
for all this is spoken in reference to the pre- 
venting of a schism in the church of Corinth, 
and that every member of that body might 
discharge its own proper function without 
usurping another's. 3. He conftiteth him- 
self, for he addeth, ^' This cannot be a cata- 
logue of such officers as are at all times ne- 
cessary to the church, for then apostles might 
not be mentioned." Therefore it must be 
said, that iOero in this place is posuit or coU 
locavit (according to the more usual signifi- 
cation of ridrifii)f and doth relate to that 
present time, as well as Acts xx. 28, '^ The 
Holy Ghost hath made or set you overseers," 
idero imaKovovt. In like manner here God 
hath set (or placed) in the church, and so 
it will agree both to ordinary and extraordi- 
nary officers. But if idero be decrevit, then 
it will refer the apostles, prophets, evange- 
lists, miracles, to the future estate of tne 
church, as if they were ordinary officers to 
continue in the church. 4. When idero sig- 
nifieth decrevit, then the thing is not men- 
tioned as having an actual present existence, 
but a fiiturition; so that when he takes him 
to the decrevit, he quits the posuit, and by 
that means one cannot prove firom that text 
that the church at that time had any of 
these officers there enumerated: iOtro relates 
to all that follows, and either it must be poS' 
uit to them all, or to none of them. 

5. If he had intended to express Grod's 
decree or purpose to give unto his church 
certain officers, he would not have said 
Kal odt fiiv idero 6 deos ev rfj etCKXifala, and 
God hath decreed some in the church; 
which could make no perfect sense except 
some other thing were added. Mr Hussey 
might as well expound Acts v. 18, idevro 
iiurovs kv TTipljaet htfiooia, thus, and they 
decreed them in the common prison, Mr 
Hussey would render the text thus, he hath 



appointed to his church. If the text had 
said iOero rf/ eKK\T)aia he might have ren- 
dered it so, but when the text saith ev rfl 
cKKXriaia, he must not render it to the church, 
but in the church, as Acts xix. 21, iOero 6 
UavXos ir t& irvevfiari, *^ Paul puiposed in 
the Spirit :" the purpose was not to the 
Spirit, but in the Bpint. 

The second argument whereby he im- 
pugneth that which I said is this: ^' At that 
time there were workers of miracles which 
did supply the defect of civil magistrates." 
And here he insisteth a while to tell us that 
''thus much a national covenant and civil 
magistrate may require of the people, that 
they will attend upon the means out of na- 
tural principles," which at that time mira- 
cles caused men to attend upon. But quid 
hcec ad Rhomhum ? How comes this home 
to that which he undertook to prove ? And 
if it did, I must say that the civil magistrate 
is but little, and a national covenant far less 
beholden to him. And if the workers of 
miracles did at that time supply the defect 
of civil magistrates (I suppose he shoidd 
have said Christian magistrates), then he 
must draw Christian magistracy to come in 
succession not so much to the civil magis- 
tracy in the apostles' times (which yet was 
true magistracy), as to the miracles men- 
tioned in the text; and so bring in the 
Christian magistrate upon the ceasing of mir- 
acles. A fine plea indeed for Christian ma- 
gistracy. 

His third argument goeth thus, We have 
in the text first, second, and third, when 
the Apostle speaks of those which might be 
liable to present view; but then he breaks off 
with ineira, after that miracle*, which lasted 
somewhat longer than the apostles and pro- 
phets; and last, we have eira, and these 
may be ordinary gifls, and this cira relates 
to helps, governments : That Calvin thinks 
the helps " were some officers the church 
hath lost ; but being put both in one case 
without any conjunction copulative, why 
they may not (I l)elieve he would have said, 
why may they not ? for the sense can be no 
other) belong both to one thing, and this 
elra may not have some influence upon the 
times and after age." Ans, If this be his 
manner, we shall not much fear the dint of 
his arguments, when it comes to the schools, 
which he calls for. What a great matter is 
made of mere nothing ? Fii'st, He offeroth 
violence to the text ; because if elra note 
posteriority of time, and ordinary gifts, then 
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iir€iray which is compounded from eirn, 
must' much rather note the same thing, and 
so we shall have not only gifts oi heal- 
ing, but miracles too, ordinary and continu- 
ing administrations in the church. Next, 
he ofFereth violence to the Greek language ; 
for when eira and iweira signify posteriority, 
not only in the enumeration, but in the time 
of existence, then the one must needs signify 
a pre-existence, and the other a post-exis- 
tence ; they cannot be contemporary from 
their beginnings. Yet Mr Hussey will needs 
have iwara before miracles, and again eIra 
before gijPbs of healing and diversities of 
tongues, to signify posteriority of time, 
though he cannot say that gifts of healing 
and diversities of tongues were not contem- 
porary but posterior in time to miracles. 
And further, observe, that when the text 
runs in this order, "first apostles, secondarily 
prophets, thirdly teachers, after that mira- 
cles, then gifts of healing," &c., Mr Hussey 
will make the sense, that there were apostles 
before prophets, there were prophets before 
teachers, there were teachers before mira- 
cles, there were miracles before gifts of heal- 
ings, &c. ; and vice versa, there were no gifts 
ofnealing till after there had been miracles, 
no miracles till after there had been teachers 
in the church, &c. ; even as Mark iv. 28, 
vpwTov " first the blade, cira then the ear, 
eira after that the ftill com in the ear :" the 
blade hath an existence before the ear, the 
ear before the full com. So that, taking 
eIra and eveira in his sense, he must either 
make out distinctly the order of time, or 
else confess he would make the Apostle 
speak as never Grecian in the world ^ake, 
or lastly, be content to understand the Apos- 
tle's words of the order of enumeration. If 
the word /uereircira had been in the text, 
that had indeed carried it to posteriority of 
time, as Heb. xii. 17; but cira (though 
sometime it signifieth posteriority of time, 
yet) in this place, having reference to such 
antecedents and consequents, cannot bear his 
sense. I see it were no ill sport to examine 
his quaint arguments if a man had but so 
much leisure. 

Thirdly, He ofFereth violence to Calvin ; 
for Calvin saith,^ that these helps mentioned 
1 Cor. xii. 28, were either an ancient gift 
and office unknown to us now, or it belongs 

1 Calyin in 1 Cor. xii. 28. — Ant certe tarn mnnns 
qnam domum olim fnit, qnod nobis hodie est incog- 
nitnm: ant ad diaconiam pertinet, hoc est cnram 
panpemm. Atqne hoc secundnm mihi magis arridet. 



to deaconship, that is, the care of the poor. 
And this second (saith he) rather pleaseth 
me. Quafde then, could JIVIr Hussey affirm 
that Calvin thinks they were some officers 
that the church hath lost ? 

Fourthly, "Whereas he thinks helps, go- 
vernments, to belong both to one tiling, 
there was some such thing once foisted into 
the English Bibles: avTiKiivaeu, Kvtepvif- 
aeu, was read thus, helps in governments: 
but afterwards the prelates themselves were 
ashamed of it, and so it was printed accord- 
ing to the Greek distinctly, helps, govern^ 
ments. The Syriac addeth a oopidative, 
and readetii thus, and helpers, and gover^ 
nors, so making them distinct officers in 
the church. Neither is it any unusual thing 
in the Greek, to put together nouns in the 
same case without any conjunction copula- 
tive, when the things themselves so expressed 
are most diflferent, as Matt. xv. 19 ; Gral. 
V. 19—23 ; Rom. i. 29—31. 

The next thing he brings against me, is 
from £ph. iv. 11, where mere is no ordi- 
nary or standing officer left to us, but the 
teacher of the Word. Here is neitiier help 
nor government, but this poor teacher left 
alone to edify the body of Christ, and to 
perfect the saints. Ans. What argument is 
there here ? Ruling elders are not mentioned 
Eph. iv., therefore the governments men- 
tioned 1 Cor. xii., are such as the church 
had not at that time. There are divers pas- 
sages of Christ's doctrine, life, and suffer- 
ings, which are not mentioned by Matthew, 
yet they are mentioned by John or some of 
the other evangelists. So if we take the 
primitive platform right, we must set the 
whole before us ; that which is not in one 
place is in another place. The Apostle, 
Eph. iv., intendeth only to speak of preach- 
ing officers who are appointed for tms work 
of the ministry, to bnng us to unity of the 
faith and of the knowledge of the Son of 
G^, that we be not carried about with 
every wind of doctrine, ver. 12 — 14. And 
if the Apostle had intended to enumerate 
all church officers in that place which were 
then in the church, how comes it he doth 
not mention deacons, which he distinguisheth 
from bishops or elders ? 1 Tim. iii. 

His last argument is, that in this very 
place, 1 Cor xii., the Apostle, when he doti 
again enumerate the particulars, ver. 29, 30, 
he leaveth out hel^s, governments; for 
which, he saith, he knows no reason, but be- 
cause there were none such at that time, 
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and the Apostle in that induction was to 
deal with their experience. This (as many 
other thmss which he hath) was before an- 
swered to Mr Coleman. I give this plain 
reason for the omission of these two : The 
Apostle speaketh to those who were not 
well satisfied nor contented with their own 
station in the church, but were aspiring to 
more eminent gifts and administrations: 
" Are ail apostles ? (saith he), are ail pro- 
phets ?" &c., and so ne reckoneth out only 
those rare and singular gifls, which men did 
most covet. And, for that cause, it was nei- 
ther necessary, nor had it been agreeable to 
the scope of the Apostle to have added, 
" are all helps ? are all governments ?" But 
now he purposely leavetn out these, thereby 
intimating tothe ruling elders and deacoi^ 
of the church of Corinfli, that tliey ought to 
be contented with their own station, though 
they be neither apostles, nor prophets, &c. 

It remaineth, therefore, that the govern- 
ments in the church, mentioned 1 Cor, xii. 
28, were such governments as were in the 
church at that time, and therefore not to be 
understood of Christian magistracy, but of 
church government distinct from the civil. 

The ninth argument brought to prove 
that all government is given to Christ as 
Mediator, and that the Christian magistrate 
holds his office of and under Christ, as the 
head of magistracy and principality, is from 
Eph. i. 21 — 23. This argument, first pro- 
pounded by Mr Coleman, is prosecutea by 
Mr Hussey, p. 32, 33, &c. He demures 
upon that which I said, that this place mak- 
eth more against him than for him ; the 
meaning whereof was no more than this, 
that this place doth rather afford us an ar- 
gument against him than him against us. 
Come we to the particulars. My first reply 
was, ^' The Apostle saith not that Christ is 
given to the church, as the Head of all prin- 
cipalities and powers : the brother saith so ; 
and in saying so,* he makes Christ a Head to 
those that are not of his body." This ex- 
ception Mr Hussey quarrelleth ; but when 
he hath endeavoured to prove from that 
text, that Christ is the Head of principali- 
ties, because he that is Head of all things 
is also Head of principalities; though he vml 
never be able to make it out from that 
text, that Christ (as Mediator) is Head of all 
things ; but only, that he who is the church's 
Head is over all things : " and gave him to 
be the Head over (not of) all mings to the 
church," saith the text, which, as 1 told be- 



fore, the Syriac readeth more plainly thus : 
" And him who is over all, he gave to be 
the Head to the church." At last he fairly 
gives over the proof. "It is true (saith 
he), disputations do require men to keep 
close to terms, but in Col. ii. 10, ye have 
the very words, * Head of all principality 
and power.' " In Col. ii. 10, Christ, as he 
is the eternal Son of Grod, is called Head of 
all principaHty and power, as we shall see 
anon ; but Eph. i., where the Apostle speak- 
eth of Christ's headship in reference to the 
church, and as Mediator, he is not called the 
Head of all principality and power; so that I 
had reason to except against Mr Coleman's 
argument, which made that text, Eph. i., 
to say what it saith not. Now, what saith 
he to the reason I added, can Christ be a 
Head to them that are not of his body? 
He tells me, the visible church is not the 
body of Christ, but only the faithful. He 
might have observed the visible church, con- 
sisting of visible saints, plainly spoken of as 
the body of Christ, 1 Cor. x. 16, 17; 1 Cor. 
xii. 12, 14, 27. I know the visible church 
is not all one with the invisible and mystical 
body of Christ; but he who denieth the 
visible church to be the visible, political, 
ministerial body of Christ, must also deny 
the visible church to be the visible church ; 
for if a church, then certainly the body of 
Christ, at least visibly. 

The next thing which I did reply was in 
explanation of the text, which was to this 
sense : He that is the church's Head is over 
all, both as he is the Son of God, or, as the 
Apostle saith, Bom. ix. 6, " God over all, 
blessed for ever;" yea, even as man, he is 
over or above all creatures, being exalted to 
a higher degree of glory, majesty, and dig- 
nity, than man or angel ever was, or sh^ 
be ; but neither his divine omnipotence, nor 
the height of glory and honour which, as 
man, he is exalted to, nor both these toge- 
ther in the Mediator and Head of the church, 
omnipotence and exaltation to glory, can 
prove that (as Mediator) he exerciseth his 
kingly office over all principalities and powers, 
and that they hold of and under him as Me- 
diator. Mr Hussey replieth, that the text 
makes Christ over or above principalities 
and powers, not only in dignity and honour, 
but as King or Head of them ; and that thus 
we must understand the comparison^ that 
he is above principality in principality, power 
in power, might in might, dominion in do- 
minion. This is nothmg but a begging of 
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what is in question : that the pow^ and 
dominion of me civil magistrate is eminently 
in Christ as Mediator, and from him (so con- 
sidered) derived to the magistrate, is that 
which I deny can be proved from that text ; 
and, lo ! when he comes to the point of pro- 
bation, he supposeth what he had to prove. 
My exposition of the text made good sense ; 
for as an earthly king is exalted to have 
more power and more glory than those not 
only M his subjocts, but of another state or 
kingdom to whom he is not king, so the 
M^Uator and King of the church is exalted 
to power and glory far above all principality 
ana power, but is not therefore Head, or 
King, or Governor, to all principality and 
power as Mediator. And as my exposition 
makes good sense of the text, his makes very 
bad sense of it ; for if Oirist, as Mediator, be 
Head and King of £dl principalities, powers, 
and dominions, then he is, as Mediator, Head 
and King of heathenish and Turkish princi- 
pality, power, might, and iiominion ; and, 
when the Apostle wrote this to the £phe- 
sians, it must be granted (according to Mr 
Hussey's gloss) that Christ, as Mediator, was 
Head and King of the Roman emperor, and 
that Csesar held his office of and under Christ 
as Mediator ; for if Head of all principality, 
how shall they except any ? 

I forther brought several reasons from the 
text itself. The first was this: " The hon- 
our and dignity of Jesus Christ there spoken 
of, hath place not only in this world, but in 
that which is to come (ver. 21) ; but the 
kingdom and government which is given to 
Qirist, as Mediator, shall not continue in the 
world to come." Mr Hussey answereth, p. 
41, this is ignoratio elenchiy itfolloweth not 
**that which belongeth to him in reference to 
the world to come, belongeth not to him as 
Mediator; therefore that government that 
is given to him in reference to this world is 
not given to him as Mediator." But still 
he begs what is in question, and divideth 
asunder what the text coupleth together, — 
''not only in this world, but also in that 
which is to come." Here is a rising and 
heightening, but no contradistinction; no- 
thing here (rf one exaltation in reference to 
the world to come, another in reference to 
this world; but that exaltaticm of Christ 
above every name that is named (which this 
text speaks of) begins in this world, and shall 
continue in the world to come. Calvin in 
Eph. i. 21, Seculi autem futuri disertam 
facit mentionem^ ut significet non temporal 



lem esse Christi excellentiam, sed cetemam: 
He makes express mention of the world to 
come, that he may signify Christ's excel- 
lency not to be temporal but eternal. This 
doth well agree to the dignity, excellency, 
glory, and honour of Christ, but it cannot 
be said that Oirist shall for ever continue 
in his kingly office as Mediator. 

The second reason which I brought from 
the text was from ver. 22, " He hath put all 
things under his feet;" that is, all things ex- 
cept the church, saith Zanchius. But all 
things are not yet put under his feet, except 
in respect of God's decree ; it is not yet done 
actually, Heb. ii. 8. Now Christ reigns as 
Mediator before all things be put under his 
feet, not after all things are put under his 
feet, which is clear, 1 Cor. xv. 26 ; Acts ii. 
34, 36. Mr Hussey's reply, p. 41, 42, saith, 
that the church is not here to be excepted; 
but church and all is here put under Christ's 
feet ; which he proveth by Heb. ii. 8, " He 
left nothing that is not put under him." 
But this cannot be understood to be actually 
done ; for the next words say, " But now 
we see not yet all things put raider him." 
And if not done actualfy, but in respect of 
God's decree and foreknowledge (according 
to the sense I gave out of Jerome on £ph. 
i. 22), how can it strengthen him in uiis 
particular ? " We see not yet." This 7/et 
shall not expire till the end, when Christ 
shall put down ail authority and power ; 
and now, when it is said, " He hath put all 
things under his feet," £ph. i. 22, that the 
church is not meant to be comprehended, 
but to be excepted in that place, as Zanchi- 
us saith, may thus appear : The Apostle dis- 
tinffuisheth the all things fi^om the church, 
and calls the church the body of Christ, and 
him the Head to that body; but the all things 
are put under Christ's feet (his body is not 
under his feet, but under the Head, and he 
over all things ; for so runs the text, " And 
hath put aU things under his feet, and gave 
him to be the Head over all things to the 
church, which is his body." 

And whereas Mr Hussey distinguisheth 
between Christ's putting all his enemies 
under his feet, 1 Cor. xv. 26, and the 
Father's putting all things under his feet, 
ver. 27; and maketh this latter to be an 
actual putting under him of friends, foes, 
church, and all ; whence it seems he would 
have it to follow that Christ reigns as Medi- 
ator, even after all things are put under his 

feet. He is herein easily confuted from 

O 
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Heb. ii. 8, where God the Father's putting 
all things under Christ's feet is plainly de- 
clared to be a thing to come, and not yet 
actually done. 

The next reason which I gave out of the 
text was from those words, **And gave him to 
be the Head over all things to the church." 
Christ's Headship and hw ffovemment, as 
Mediator, are commensurable. "Christ is 
a Head to none but to his church." These 
words of mine Mr Hussey changeth thus : 
" He is Head over none (saith Mr Gilles- 
pie) but his church ;" and then he addeth, 
" Is this to argue out of Scripture, or rather 
to deny and outface the Scripture? The 
Scripture saith, * He is over all.' " See 
what unconscionable impudent boldness this 
is to cite my words (yea, in a different cha- 
racter too, that his reader may believe it 
the better), and yet to change not only my 
words, but my meaning. I purposely kept 
myself to the text, that Christ is a Head 
to none but to his church, yet he that is 
the church's Head is over all things. And 
since Mr Hussey will needs hold that Christ, 
as Mediator, is Head of all things (which 
the text saith not), what were the conse- 
quence hereof? The text saith virep vdpra 
over all things, not over all persons only ; 
so Heb. ii. f, 8, compared with Psal. viii, 
6, 7, whence it follows, by Mr Hussey's 
principles (which I tremble to mention), 
that Christ, as Mediator, is Head and 
King not only of men, but of sheep, oxen, 
fowll, and fishes. Behold how dangerous 
it is for men to be wise above that which is 
written. 

The last reason which I brought from the 
last verse was this : The church is there 
called Christ's fiilness in reference to his 
Headship. This, Mr Hussey saith, seemeth 
to come tolerably from the text; but the 
next words, "Tnat which makes him full 
and complete, so far as he is a Head or 
King," he calls a fallacy. " How cometh 
this word King in here ?" saith he. First, 
Here he yields that the church makes Christ 
full and complete, so far as he is a Head ; 
whence it foUoweth that, as Mediator, he 
is only the church's Head, and there is no 
other body of Christ but the church ; for if 
the church be his fiilness, his complete body, 
there can be no other bod v of Christ. Doth 
not this destroy what he nath been arguing 
for, that Christ, as Mediator, is Head of au 
principality and power ? And for the word 
King, it may well come in where Head com- 



eth ; for is not Christ's kingdom, as Medi- 
ator, commensurable with his Headship as 
Mediator? Is he, as Mediator, Eang to any 
to whom he is not Head ? Surely this very 
answer, as it is his last, so it really yieldetn 
the cause. 

The tenth objection is that which I my- 
self moved to prevent my antagonists. Christ 
is called " the Head of all principality and 
power," Col. ii. 10. 

To this I answered out of Bullinger, Gual- 
ther, and Tossanus, The scope and meaning 
of the Apostle is to show that Christ is true 
God, and therefore we must not understand 
the Apostle to speak of Christ's Headship 
as Mediator, but as he is the natural and 
eternal Son of God. Mr Hussey, p. 34, 
thinks it is no good consequence the Apostle 
speaks not of Christ as Mediator, because he 
speaks of him as true God, " Is not Christ 
(saith he) true God as Mediator ?" I answer, 
As Mediator he is Grod-man, But he must 
remember the argument is urged to prove 
the subordination of all principality and 
power to Jesus Christ as Mediator. Now let 
him prove that the Apostle speaketh there of 
Christ as Mediator. I say ne speaketh of 
Christ as God. He cannot conclude against 
what I said, except he argue thus : That 
which Christ is as God, he is as Mediator ; 
which is false, as I have made it appear else- 
where. Well, but Mr Hussey proves from 
the text that Christ is there 6|)oken of as 
Mediator, ver. 9, 18, ** For in him dwelleth 
the fulness of the godhead bodily; and ye are 
complete in him, which is the Head of all 
principaUty and power." But he draweth 
no argument from ihe words: neither is 
there anything in them that maketh against 
me. The Apostle shows them, that the man 
Jesus Christ is also true God, equal and con* 
substantial with the Father; tor the very 
fulness of the godhead is in him ; that is, he 
is fully and completely God ; so that, saith 
Calvin, they who desire something more than 
Christ, must desire something more than 
God. Wherefore our writers make the right 
use of this place when they bring it against 
the Socinians, to prove the godhead of Christ. 
See Chris. Becmanus, exercit. 9. This ful- 
ness of the godhead is in Christ bodily; that 
is, either personally , to distinguish him from 
the holy men of God, who were inspired by 
the Holy Ghost ; or substantially, as others 
take the word, in opposition to the taber- 
nacle and temple in which the godhead was 
typically, " Ye are complete in him," saith 
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the Apostle, meaning because he b completely 
God ; so that we need not invocate or wor- 
ship angels, as if we were not complete in 
Christ. Mr Hussey admitteth what I said 
concerning the scope of the place, to teach 
the Colossians not to worship angels, because 
servants: " But (saith he) may they not 
worship Christ as Mediator? Yes, doubtless, 
they may." No doubt he that is Mediator 
must be worshipped, because he is God; 
Christ God-man is the object of divine ador- 
ation, and his godhead is the cause of that 
adoration; but whether he is to be wor- 
shipped because he is Mediator, or under 
this formal consideration, as Mediator, and 
whether the Mediator ought to be therefore 
adored with divine adoration, because he is 
Mediator, is res altioris indaginis. If Mr 
Hussey please to read and consider what 
divers schoolmen have said upon that point, 
as Aquinas, part 3, quest. 25, art. 1, 2 ; 
Alex. Alensis, Sum, Theol. part 3, quest. 
30, membr. 2; Suarez, in tertiam part, 
ThomcB, disp. 63, sect. 1 ; Valentia, Com- 
ment, in Tho, tom. 4, disp. 1, quest. 24, 
punct. 1 ; Tannerus, Theol. Sckolast, tom. 
4, disp. 1, quest. 7, dub. 7. But much 
more u he please to read Disputatio de 
Adoratione Christi, habita inter Faustum 
Socinum et Ckristianum Francken ; and 
above all, Dr Voetius Select, Disput, ex 
Poster, part, Theol,, disp. 14: An Christus 
qua Mediator sit adorandus ? then I be- 
Deve he will be more wary and cautious what 
he holds concerning that question. But I 
must not be led out of my way to multiply 
questions unnecessarily: All that I said was, 
tnat the Apostle teacheth the Colossians not 
to worship angels, because they are servants, 
but Christ the Son of the living God, who 
is the Head and Lord of angels ; and in that 
place the Apostle speaketh of the honour 
which is due to Christ as God. And, if we 
would know in what sense the Apostle calls 
Christ the Head of all principality and power, 
see how he expounds himself. Col. i. 15 — 
17, speaking of the godhead of Jesus Christ. 
Finally, If Mr Hussey will prove anything 
from Col. ii. 10, against us, he must prove 
that those words, " Which is the head of all 
principaHty and power," are meant in re- 
ference not only to the angels, but to civil 
ma^strates ; and next, that they are meant 
of Christ, not only as God, but as Mediator : 
both which he hath to prove, for they are 
not yet proved. 



CHAPTER VII. 

ARGUMENTS FOR THE NEGATIVE OF THAT 
QUESTION FORMERLY PROPOUNDED. 

My arguments against the derivation of 
ma^tracy from Jesus Christ as Mediator, 
ana against the magistrate's holding of his 
office of and under Christ as Mediator, are 
these : — 

First, This doctrine doth evacuate and 
nullify the civil authority and government of 
all heathen or pagan magistrates ; for which 
way was the authority of government derived 
from Christ, and from him as Mediator, to 
a pagan magistrate or emperor ? If he hath 
not his power from Christ, as Mediator, then 
he is but an usurper, and hath no just title 
to reiffn, according to their principles, who 
hold that all government, even civil, is given 
to Christ, and to him as Mediator. Mr 
Hussey, forsooth, doth learnedly yield the 
argument, and answereth, p. 20, that not 
only it is a sin to be a heathen, but the go- 
vernment of a heathen is sinful and unlawml ; 
for which he gives this reason, " Whatsoever 
is not of faith is sin." He might as well 
conclude, in that sense, that the best virtues 
of the heathen were sin, because not of faith ; 
that is, accidentally sin, in respect of the 
end, or manner of doing, not materially, or 
in their own nature, upon the same reason 
he must conclude, that the government of a 
Christian magistrate is unlawful, if it be not 
of faith, as ofbtimes it is not, through the blind- 
ness and corruption of men's hearts who go- 
vern. But whether is the government of a 
heathen magistrate per se, simpliciter, et ex 
natura sua, unlawiul and siniid ? Whether 
hath he any just right or title to government 
and magistracy? If his title to civil magis- 
tracy be just, and if his government be in 
itself materially and substantially lawful, then 
he must have a commission from Christ, and 
from him as Mediator. This I suppose can- 
not be Mr Hussey's sense, for he nath not 
answered one syllable to the argument, tend- 
ing that way. But if the government of an 
heathen magistrate be in itself materially, 
substanially, and in the nature of the tenure, 
sinful and unlawful, so that, as long as he re- 
mains an heathen, he hath no real right or 
true title to government, but only a pretended 
and usurped title (which must needs be Mr 
Hussey's sense, if he hath answered anything 
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at all to my argument), then he goeth cross 
not only to the holy men of God m the Old 
Testament, who honoured heathen princes, 
and were subject to them as to lawM magis- 
trates, but also to the doctrine of Jesus Christ, 
who taught his disciples to give unto Csesar 
what is Ceesar's ; and of the apostles, who, in 
their time, exhorted the churches to be sub- 
ject even to heathen magistrates (for they 
ad no other at that time), to obey them, to 
pray for them, Bom. xiii. ; Titus iii. 1 ; 1 
Tim. ii. 1, 2; 1 Peter ii. 13 — 17. It is 
justly condemned as one of the errors of the 
Anabaptists, that an heathen magistrate is 
not to be acknowledged as a lawful magis- 
trate, or as being from God. See Gerhard, 
Loc. Com.^ tom. 6, p. 498, 499 ; P. Hinkel- 
mannus, de AnabaptismOy disp. 13, cap. 1. 
The Scriptures now cited are so clear, that 
when Mr Hussey saith of the heathen ma- 
gistrate, ** Let Baal plead for himself," he 
might as well have said, that Christ and his 
apostles pleaded for Baal. They that plead 
for the authority of an heathen magistrate 
do not plead for Baal, but for God, and for 
his ordinance ; " For the powers that be are 
ordained of God," saith Paul, speaking even 
of the heathen magistrates, Kom. xiii. 1. 
But what will Mr Hussey say, if his great 
master Erastus be found a pleader for Baal 
as much as I am ? Confirm, Thes, lib. 3, 
cap. 2, p. 184, speaking of the heathen and 
unbelieving magistrates, before whom the 
Corinthians went to law one against another, 
he saith, An non est impius quoque magis- 
tratus d Deo prcepositus, ut subjectos quoS" 
libet ab injura et vi tueatur ? Is not the 
ungodly magistrate also prefeired by God, 
that he may defend any of his subjects frpn) 
injury and violence. Yea, the Scriptures 
afore touched are so clear in this point, that 
GamachsBus, in Primam Secundce, quest. 4, 
5, cap. 33, though he hold that by human and 
ecclesiastical right, pagan princes lose their 
dominion and authority over their subjects 
when their subjects turn Christians, yet he 
acknowledgeth that they still retain their 
former jurisdiction over those subjects by the 
law of God and nature. Surely one might 
as well say, that heathen parents are unlaw- 
ful, and heathen masters are unlawful, and 
heathen husbands are unlawful (all which 
were contrary to the word of God), as to say 
that heathen magistrates are unlawful. Take 
the instance in parents ; for aU lawM magis- 
trates are fathers by the fifth commandment : 
Doth the paternity of a heathen father dif- 



ferre specie from the paternity of a Qiris- 
tian £ettner ? are they not both lawful parents, 
being made such by God and nature? are 
not their children bound to honour them, 
and be subject to them, and obey them in 
things lawful ? The paternity is the same in 
se, but different modaliter^ that I may bor- 
row a distinction from Mr Hussey. The 
Christian father is sanctified, and qualified 
to do service to Jesus Christ, as a father, in 
educating his children Christianly, which an 
heathen father cannot do. So the heathen 
magistrate and the Christian magistrate are 
both lawful magistrates, being made such by 
God and nature, or by election of people. 
They are both of them to be honoured, sub- 
mitted unto, and obeyed ; they are both of 
them the ministers of God for good to their 
people; their power is the same in actu sig^ 
natOj though not in actu exercito, Tne 
heathen magistrate may do, and ought to do, 
what the Christian magistrate doth ; but the 
Christian magistrate is fitted, quaUfied, en- 
abled, and sanctified to glorify and serve 
Jesus Christ, as a magistrate, which the 
heathen magistrate is not. 

Secondly, They that hold the derivation 
of magistracy to be from Jesus Christ, and 
that it is held of and under him as Medi- 
ator, must either show from Scripture that 
Jesus Christ, as Mediator, hath given a com- 
mission of vicegerentship or deputyship to 
the Christian magistrate, or otherwise ac- 
knowledge, that &ey have given the most 
dangerous and deadly wound, even to Chi*is- 
tian magistracy itself, which ever before it 
received. Mr Hussey, p. 20, answereth, 
'* I conceive he (the Christian magistrate) 
hath a commission from Christ ;" but when 
he should prove it (which my argument 
called for), here he is at a loss. He citeth 
Psal. Ixxii. 11, '* All kings shall fall down 
before him, all nations shall serve him ;" 
Isa. Ix. 12, '* That nation and kingdom 
that will not serve thee shall perish." I 
hope indeed there is a time coming when 
all kings shall fall down before Jesus Christ, 
and aU nations shall serve him, and that 
will make an end of the Erastian contro- 
versy : but, I pray, do all that serve Jesus 
Christ hold their office of and under Christ, 
as Mediator, and as his vicegerents ? Then 
the poorest servant that fears God shall be 
a vicegerent of Jesus Christ, as Mediator, 
and shall have a commission from Christ to 
that effect; for every godly servant doth not 
serve his master only, but Christ, Eph. vi. 
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5 — 7. Again, if those who shall perish he- 
cause they serve not Christ, he his deputies 
and vicegerents, then the wickedest perse- 
cutors in the world shall have a commission 
of vicegerent&hip from Jesus Christ. Well, 
let the Christian magistrate animadvert, 
whether these men have done anj thank- 
worthy service to ma^tracy, who will needs 
have it to hold of and under Christ as Me- 
diator, and hy a commission of vicegerent- 
ship from him ; and when they are put to 
it to produce that commission, they prove 
no more than agreeth either to the meanest 
Christian, or to the wickedest persecutor. 
The ministry hath a clear undeniahle com- 
mission from Christ, as Mediator (even our 
opposites themselves heing judges). Matt. 
xvi. 19 ; xxviii. 19, 20 ; John xx. 21—23 ; 
2 Cor. V. 19, 20; Eph. iv. 11, 12; Acts 
XX. 28 ; Tit. i. 6. I say therefore again, 
let them also show from Scripture a com- 
mission from Jesus Christ, constituting Chris- 
tian magistrates to he his vicegerents, as he 
is Mediator, and to hold their office of and 
under him as Mediator ; which if they can- 
not show, they have done a greater dis- 
service to the Christian magistrate than 
they can easily repair or amend. We are 
sure the lawful magistrate (whether heathen 
or Christian) is Grod's vicegerent, and that 
is a safe holding of his office. But our op- 
posites shall never prove, that any civil ma- 
gistrate (though Christian and godly) is the 
vicegerent of Jesus Christ, as Mediator. 
And, in seeking to prove it, I am persuaded 
they shall hut discover their own weakness, 
and shall also weaken the magistrate's au- 
thority more than they can strengthen it. 

Thirdly, The Scripture intimateth this 
difference hetween ministry and magistracy, 
— ^that the work of the ministry and the ad- 
ministrations thereof are perfoimed in the 
name of Jesus Christ, as Mediator and 
King of the church: the work ci magis- 
tracy not so, except we add to the wora of 
God. They who will do anything in the 
name of Jesus Christ, as Mediator, and can- 
not find any scripture which can warrant 
their so doing, are liars, and the truth is not 
in them. Isfow, let our opposites show (if 
they can) where they find, in Scripture, 
that the Christian magistrate is to rule in 
the name of Christ, to judge in the name of 
Christ, to make laws in the name of Christ, 
to make war or peace in the name of Christ, 
to punish evil doers with the temporal sword 
in the name of Christ. Of the ministry I 



did show, that in the name of the Lord 
Jesus Christ we do assemhle ourselves to- 
gether, Matt, xviii. 20 ; in his name do we 
preach, Luke xxiv. 47 ; Acts iv. 17, 18 ; 
V. 28, 44 ; ix. 27 ; in his name do we hap- 
tize, Acts ii. 38; viii. 16; xix. 5; inlus 
name do we excommunicate, 1 Cor. v. 6. 
These my proofs from Scripture, Mr Hussey, 
p. 21, p^Wth he wiU eW>hie accordiifg 
to Wof disputation. I know none tran^ 
gresseth those laws more than himself, and 
even in this very place, where he professeth 
to keep close to laws of disputation, my 
first proof, firom Matt, xviii. 20, he quarrell- 
eth upon a mere inistake of his own. He 
saith I brought it to prove the institution of 
church officers, and that to prove it, I do 
not appropriate the meeting in the name of 
Christ to church officers; and thereupon he 
tells us the text saith not, that none shall 
gather together in my name but church 
officers. Are these Mr Hussey's laws of 
disputation ? He had need to be a better 
disputer who calls others to school. I did 
not speak here of the institution of church 
officers, and far less did I exclude all others 
from meeting in the name of Christ. Church 
officers assemble in the name of Christ with 
the church, and when they assemble in the 
name of Christ apart, and without the mid- 
titude, will it follow, that because they meet 
in the name of Christ, therefore none but 
they meet in the name of Christ? Well, let 
Mr Hussey try all his logic in this conse- 
quence, it will not do. The sixth Goneral 
Council, act. 17, apply unto their own oecu- 
menical assembly that promise of Christ, 
Matt, xviii. 20, " Where two or three are 
gathered togelier in my name," &c. Pro- 
testant writers, both in their commentaries 
and polemic writings, do usually apply the 
same text to synods and councils; for in- 
stance, Calvin, Instit lib. 4, cap. 9, sec. 1, 2, 
holds that the authority of councils depen- 
deth upon that promise of Christ, " Where 
two or three are met together in my name," 
&c. That which went before, carriea it to 
assemblies for acts of discipline, as being 
principally intended in that place. The 
promise, ver. 20, is general, belonging to all 
church assemblies; yet in that place it is 
applied to assemblies of church officers for 
discipline. But neither need I go so far in 
this present ar^ment ; for when church 
officers meet wim the church for the word, 
sacraments, and other parts of worship, this is 
in the name of Jesus Christ, vdthout all con- 
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troyersy, and this is enough to justify all 
that I brought that text for ; especially 
there being herein a difference between sa- 
cred and civil assemblies. There is no such 
promise made to magistrate's courts of jus- 
tice, as to church assemblies. That which 
he citeth out of Dr Whittaker and Bishop 
Mortoun makes nothing against me, neither 
doth he quote the places, peradventure be- 
cause he found something in those passages 
which made against him. Whittaker 's sense 
is plainly of sacred, and not of civil assem- 
blies. And for that so much controverted 
text. Matt, xviii. 17, " tell the church," 
Whittaker expoundeth it, as we do, against 
the Erastians, '' tell the pastors and rulers 
of the church." Whittaker, de Eccles. quest. 
1, cap. 2. Die EccleaioB, hoc est Pastoribus 
et Prcefectis Ecclesice, 

As for preaching, Mr Hussey saith, it is 
out of question that we preach in the name 
of Christ. Well, then, let him show such an- 
other thing of the magistrate as is, without 
controversy, done by nim in the name of 
Christ. 

But where I added, that in the name of 
Jesus Christ we baptize, though I said no 
more than the Scripture saitn, yet he is 
pleased to object against me. '* These places 
he citeth (saith he) to prove that we may 
baptize in the name of Jesus, as exclusively 
to Father and Holy Ghost (leaving out the 
words of the commission, Matt, xxviii.. Bap- 
tize in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost) ; for so the state of his question 
doth require ; for he distinguisheth acutely 
and accurately between Chnst as Mediator 
and Second Person (he should have said as 
Second Person) in Trinity, in all this argu- 
ment." And so he concludes that which I 
had said to be " contrary to the words of the 
commission and the practice of all churches." 
What doth he drive at ? I cited plain texts 
to prove that baptism is administered in the 
name of Christ. Either Mr Hussey denieth 
that this is done in the name of Christ as Me- 
diator, or he denieth it not. If he deny it, 
let him speak it out, and he shall not want an 
answer : meanwhile let him remember that 
himself, p. 25, saith, that Christ, as Media- 
tor, did give that commission to the apostles, 
" Go, preach and baptize." If he deny it 
not, then let him give the like instance for 
magistracy and civil government, to prove it 
to be managed in the name of Jesus Christ 
as Mediator, else he must not plead that ma^ 
gistracy is of the same tenure from Christ as 



the ministry. Again, either he admitteth a 
distinction between Christ as Mediator, and 
as Second Person in Trinity, or not. If he 
do not, he will infallibly wind himself into a 
gross heresy; as, namely, these two: He must 
deny that principle which, according to the 
word of God, all orthodox divines hold against 
the Arians and Antitrinitarians, that Girist, 
as Mediator, is subordinate unto, and lesser 
than the Father ; but as Second Person in 
the Trinity, he is not subordinate unto, nor 
lesser than the Father, nor the Father 
greater than he, but as such he is eoual with 
the Father in greatness, glory, and honour.^ 
2. As opera Trinitatis ad extra sunt in- 
divisay ne must also hold, that whatsoever 
Christ, as Mediator, doth, that also the Fa- 
ther and the Holy Ghost doth : but Christ, 
as Mediator, did humble himself to the 
death, offer himself in a sacrifice for sin, 
maketh intercession for us; therefore, he 
must conclude the Father doth the same. 
But if he do admit the distinction as Media- 
tor, and as Second Person in Trinity, then 
why doth he so often quarrel it ? And in thb 
very place his argument must drive against 
that distinction, or against nothing. But how 
doth the baptizing in the name oi Christ, as 
Mediator, agree with the commission to iMip- 
tize in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost ? Though this belong not to my 
argument, yet I will, bv the way, speak to it. 
First, I say, the question is of things or ac- 
tions not of words. Mr Hussey (it seems) 
did apprehend my meaning, as if I had in- 
tended an expression to be made in the act 
of baptizing, thus, — " I baptize thee in the 
name of Jesus Christ." But I speak of the 
action, not of the expression, even as in the 
other instance I gave: our assembling toge- 
ther is in the name of Christ, though we do 
not say in terminisy '* We are now assembled 
in the name of Christ." In baptism Christ 
doth not command us tosay either these words, 
^* I baptize thee in the name of Christ ;" 
or these, '* I baptize thee in the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost :" but we are 
commanded to do the thing, both in the 
name of Christ, as Mediator, and in the name 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost ; but in 
different respects. A minister of Christ 
doth both preach and baptize in the name 
of Christ, as Mediator ; that is, vice Christi, 
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in Christ's Stead, and havins authority for 
that effect from Christ, as Mediator ; for 
Christ, as Mediator, gave us our commission 
to preach and baptize, by Mr Hussey's con- 
fession. So that to preach and baptize eiri 
Tui ovofiari Irfffov Xpi^rov (which we find 
both of preaching, Luke xxiv. 47, and of bap- 
tizing, Acts ii. 38), comprehendeth a formal 
commission, power and authority, given and 
derived from Christ. I say not that it com- 
prehendeth no more, but this it doth com- 
prehend. But when Christ biddeth us bap- 
tize els TO ovofxa unto^ or intOj or in the 
name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
Matt, xxviii. 19, this doth relate to the end 
and effect of baptism, or the good of the 
baptized (if we understand the words pro- 
perly), not the authority of the baptizer, as 
if a formal commission were there given him 
from the Father, Son, and Hofy Ghost. 
So that to baptize one in or unto the name 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, is pro- 
perly meant both of sealing the parties' right 
and title to the enjoyment of God himself, 
as their God by covenant, and their interest 
in the love of Grod, the grace of Christ, and 
the communion of the Holy Ghost ; and of 
dedicating the party to the knowledge, pro- 
fession, faith, love, and obedience of God the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 

I return. The next branch of my argu- 
ment was, that we excommunicate in the 
name of Christ, 1 Cor. v. 6. Mr Hussey, p. 
22, saith, I make great haste here. '* Deli- 
ver to Satan (saith he) is not to excommu- 
nicate, &c. But grant that it were excommu- 
nication, &c., the decree was Paul's and not 
the Corinthians'." What is meant by deli- 
vering to Satan, belongs to another debate. 
Call it an apostolical act, or call it an ecclesi- 
astical act, or both, yet it was done in the 
name of the Lord Jesus Christ ; the like 
whereof we find not in Scripture of any act 
of the civil magistrate. Why doth he not 
attend to the drift of the argument ? And 
as to his exceptions, they are no other than 
prelates. Papists, and Socinians have made 
before him, and which are answered long 
ago.^ That the Apostle commandeth to ex- 
communicate the incestuous man is acknow- 



1 Synop8. pur. Theol. disp. 42, corol. 4. — ^An Apos- 
tolas Panlns cnm hominem iucestnosnm SatansB 
traderet, qaicqnam pecnliare habnerit ? Nos contra 
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ligimns ex 1 Cor. y. 4 ; Matt. xTiii. 17, 18. 



ledged by Mr Prynne. That he who is ex- 
communicated may be truly said to be de- 
livered to Satan, is undeniable ; for he that 
is cast out of the church, whose sins are re- 
tained, on whom the kingdom of heaven is 
shut and locked, whom neither Christ nor his 
church doth own, is delivered to Satan, who 
reigns without the church. That this cen- 
sure or punishment of excommunication was 
a church act, and not an apostohcal act only, 
may thus appear : — 1. The Apostle blameth 
the Corinthians that it was not sooner done ; 
he would not have blamed them that a mi- 
racle was not wrought. 2. He writeth to 
them to do it when they were gathered to- 
gether ; not to declare or witness what the 
Apostle had done, but to join with him in 
the authoritative doing of it, ver.4, 6. Again 
he saith to them, ver. 7, " Purge out there- 
fore the old leaven ;" ver. 12, " Do not ye 
judge them that are within ?" ver. 13, " Put 
away from among yourselves that wicked 
person." 3. It was " a censure inflicted by 
many," 2 Cor. ii. 6; not by the Apostle alone, 
but 6y many. 4. The Apostle doth not 
absolve the man, but writeth to them to for- 
give him, 2 Cor. ii. 7. Lastly, The Syriae 
maketh for us, which runneth thus, — ^ver. 4, 
" That in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
you may all be gathered together, and I with 
you in the Spirit, with the power of our 
Lord Jesus Christ," ver. 6, " That you may 
deliver him to Satan," &c. 

But now, at last, Mr Hussey comes home, 
and gives this answer to my tliird argument, 
" A thing may be said to be done in the 
name of Christ or of God, when men do 
anything in confidence that God will assist 
us : so Psal. xx.* 5, ' In the name of our 
God will we set up our banners,' in confidence 
God will assist us. Thus, I hope, the par- 
liament and other Christians may undertake 
the business in the name of Christ," &c. 
Secondly, " In the name of Christ a thing 
is said to be done, that is done in the autho- 
rity, room, and place of Christ," &c. So he, 
p. 24, seeking a knot in the rush. In the 
first part of his distinction, he saith nothing 
to my argument, neither saith he any more 
of the parliament than agreeth to all Chris- 
tians, the poorest and meanest; for every 
Christian servant, every Christian artificer, 
is bound to do whatsoever he doth, in the 
name of Christ, Col. iii. 17. But what is that 
to the argument ? Come to the other mem- 
ber of his distinction. The ministers of Christ 
do act in the name of Christ ; that is, in the 
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authority, room, and place of Christ: We are 
ambassadors for Christ, and we preach in 
Christ's stead, 2 Cor. v. 20. This he doth 
not nor cannot deny f which makes good my 
argument). Why did ne not show us the like 
concerning magistracy? I suppose he would, 
if he could : this is the very point which he 
had to speak to, but hath not done it. 

My fourth argument against the magis- 
trate's holding of his office of, and under, 
and for Christ ; that is, in Christ's room and 
stead as Mediator, shall be that which was 
drawn from Luke xii. 14. The Jews were of 
the same opinion, which Mr Coleman and 
Mr Hussey have followed, namely, that civil 
government should be put in the hands of 
t/hrist, which they collected from Jer. xxiii. 
6, *' He shall execute justice and judgment 
in the earth ;" and such other propnecies, by 
them misunderstood. And hence it was that 
one said to Christ, "Master, speak to my 
brother, that he divide the inheritance with 
me." Our Lord's answer was, " Man, who 
made me a judge or a divider over you." 
Whatsoever act of authority is done by a 
deputy or vicegerent, as representing his 
master and sovereign, may be done by the 
king himself when personally present. If, 
therefore, the magistrate judge civil causes, 
and divide inheritances, as tne vicegerent 
of Christ, and of Christ as Mediator, then 
Christ himself, when present in the days of 
his flesh, had power, as Mediator, to judge 
such causes. But this Christ himself plainly 
denieth. Let us hear Mr Hussey's answer, 
p. 24 (it is the very same with that which 
Azorius, Instit, Mor., part 2, lib. 4, cap. 19, 
pleading for the Pope's temporal dominion, 
answereth concerning the point now in hand), 
" It doth not follow that because Christ was 
not a judge actu exercito, therefore the ori- 
ginal right of government was not in him. 
And this objection may be answered thus : 
Christ doth not say he was hot a judge, 
but. Who made me a judge ? How dost thou 
know that I am judge ? And thus Christ, 
in the time of his numiliation, did often 
hide the manifestation of his power." ^ What 



^ Jo. BrentiuB Horn, in Luc. torn. 1, horn. 106. — 
QalB me constituit judicem ant dlTlsorem super tob ? 
hoc eBt, alia est ciyillB magiitratuB yooatio, aUa mea 
Tocatio. Ad ilium pertinet ut dijudicet eontrover- 
Bias de hsBreditatlbaa, et id genaB aliiB rebus. Ad 
me autem pertinet ut doeeam eyangelion de remis- 
sione peccatorum, et vita sBterna. Ut igitur noUem 
quod magistratus meum officinm temere uBurparet, 
ita et mea interest, ne temere nsurpem mihi voca- 
tionem maglBtratns. Obseryanda doctrina, qua non 



greater violence could be offered to the 
text? For the verb iL'ar^ffri|(7€, constituit, is 
purposely used to deny the power or right, 
as well as the exercise, and proveth that he 
was not a judge actu sigruito, having no 
such power nor authority given him. It is 
the same phrase which is used. Acts vii. 35, 
fit 9t Karitrniaty^ '' Who made thee a ruler 
and a judge ?" Moses was then beginning to 
do the part of a ruler and a judge actu «b- 
ercito; but they refuse him as having no 
warrant, power, nor authority. Acts vi. 3, 
the apostles bid choose seven deacons, o9ff 
Karaariioofiev, "whom we may aj^point," 
say they, "over this business." Tit. i. 6, ical 
Karavriiafis caret woXiv wpto^vrkpovt^ '^ and 
ordain elders in every city." Yet neither 
can that of the deacons, nor this of the el- 
ders, be understood otherwise than of the 
right, power, and authority given them. 
See the like, Heb. vii. 28 ; Luke xii. 42 ; 
Matt. xxiv. 47. The scope therefore of 
Christ's answer was this (as Aretius upon 
the place), Non debeo aliena munia inva" 
dere, I ought not to invade such offices as 
belong to others, not to me. 

Some of the Jesuits (as forward as they 
are to defend the temporal power of the 
Pope as Christ's vicar on earth, yet) cannot 
shut their eyes against the light of this text, 
" Who made me a judge or a divider over 
you ?" but they are forced to acknowledge 
that Christ denies that he had any right or 
authority to be a civil judge ; for how can 
he who is authorised to be a judge say, 
** Who made me a judge ?"^ 

The fifth argument I take from John 
xviii. 36, " My kingdom is not of this 
world." The great j^ousy and fear which 
both Herod and Puate had of Christ was, 
that they understood he was a king. Christ 

solum erudimur, quod sic proprium et legitimnm 
officinm Christi in boo externo mundo, rerum 
etiam admonemnr exemplo Christi, ne quia alienam 
Tocationem illegitime inyadat. Jo. Winckelmannus 
in Luke xii. 14. — Negat se esse politieum judioem 
herciscundiB familisB, slcut nee adulternm damnat, 
John viii. Ostendit enim esse diacrimen inter politi- 
cum magistratnm, et munus eocleaiastlcum. 

1 Greg, de Valentia comment Theol. torn. 4, disp. 
1, quBBst 22, punct. 6, Homo, quis me constituit Ju- 
dicem ant di^sorem inter tos ? — Quasi diceret : Ne- 
mo plane, neqne homo, et multo minus Deus. Si 
enim a Deo habuisset Dominium jurisdictionis poli- 
ticsB, multo yerius fnisset constitntns judex politi- 
cus, quam si earn jurisdictionem habuisset ab ho- 
mine. Et tamen negat omnino se fuisse talem jn- 
dicem oonstitutum. Unde per hoc quod addit, Quis 
me constituit Judicem ? etc. Eum remisit ad alium 
qui haberet eam potestatem, qua ipsi careret. See 
the like in Bellarmine de Pontif., Ub. 5, cap. 4 
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clears himself in this point : his kingdom 
was saoh as they needed not be afraid of; 
for though it be ** in the world," it is not 
" of the world ;" though it be here, it is not 
from hence: it is heterogeneous to tem- 
poral monarchy and civil government. Mr 
Hussey, p. 24, tells us, he knows not how 
^ose governments that should be executed 
by church officers, should savour less of the 
world than the civil government. For this 
I remit him to those many and great dif- 
ferences which I have shown between the 
civil and the ecclesiastical power. In the 
meanwhile, my argument stands in force; for 
if all civil government were put in Christ's 
hand, as he is Mediator, and he to depute 
and substitute others whom he will under 
him, then what is there in that answer of 
his to Pilate which could convincingly an- 
swer those mistakes and misapprehensions of 
the nature of his kingdom? That which 
is now taught by Mr Hussey is the very 
thing whidi Herod and Pilate were afraid 
of; but Christ denieth that which they were 
afiraid of, and ver. 36 is an answer to the 
question asked, ver. 33, " Art thou the King 
of the Jews ?" " My kingdom is not of this 
world," saith he. To the same sense (as 
Grotius upon the place noteth out of £use- 
bius) Chim's kinsmen, when they were asked 
concerning his kingdom, did answer to Do- 
mitian, that his kingdom was not worldly 
but heavenly.^ 

Sixthly, I prove the point from Luke 
xvii. 20, 21, " And when he was demanded 
of the Pharisees when the kingdom of God 
should come, he answered them, and said, 
The kingdom of God cometh not with obser- 
vation. Neither shall they say, Lo here ! or, 
lo there I for, behold, the kingdom of God 
is within you." By the kingdom of God is 
meant, in this place, the kingdom of the Mes- 
siah, as interpreters do unanimously agree. 
Both John Baptist and Christ himself had 
preached that the kingdom of God was at 
hand ; and the Jews themselves were in ex- 
pectation of the Messiah to make them free 
from the Eoman yoke, and to restore a tem- 
poral or earthly monarchy to Israel. Here- 
upon they ask when this kingdom should 
come. His answer is, *' The kingdom of God 
cometh not fiera wapartfpiifreias, with obser- 
vation," or " outward show and pomp ;" but 

■ ■■■>■■■■ I ^tmmi^^^mm I ■ ^^-^i^^a^M^— «**»i»^W* * ■■■■■■■ ■ ■■ ■ i ■ i 

^ 'Hs ft avTOv fiamXeia o^ KoafxiKti fiky 
elb* CTTC yeios, evovpaviot hk Kal dyycXco) 



it is within you, it is spiritual, it belongs 
to the inward man. But if the magistrate 
be Christ's vicegerent, and hold his office 
of and under Christ as Mediator; and if 
Christ, as Mediator, reign in, through, and 
by the magistrate, then the kingdom of the 
Messiah doth come with observation and 
pomp, with a crown, a sceptre, a sword, and 
fjiera TroWfjs ^avratrias, with princely splen- 
dour, riches, triumph, such as the Pharisees 
then, and the Jews now, do expect ; which, 
saith Grotius, is the thing that Christ here 
denieth ; for all the outward pomp, observa- 
tion, splendour, majesty, power, and autho- 
rity, which a vicegerent hath, doth princi- 
pally redound unto his master and sove- 
reign ; so that, by our opposites' principles, 
the kingdom of Christ must come with ob- 
servation, because the dominion of the ma- 
gistrate (whom they hold to be his vicege- 
rent) cometh with observation. 

Seventhly, That government and autho- 
rity which hath a foundation in the law of 
nature and nations (yea, might and should 
have had place and been of use, though man 
had not sinned) cannot be held of, ana under, 
and managed for Christ, as he is Mediator. 
But magistracy or civil government hath a 
foundation in the law of nature and nations 
(yea, might and should have had place, and 
been of use, though man had not sinned) ; 
therefore, the reason of the proposition is be- 
cause the law of nature and nations, and the 
law which was written in man's heart, in his 
first creation, doth not flow from Christ as 
Mediator, but from God as Creator. Neither 
can it be said that Christ, as Mediator, rul- 
eth and govemeth all nations by the law of 
nature and nations, or that Christ should 
have reigned as Mediator though man had 
not sinned. The assumption is proved by 
Gerhard, Loc, Com,, tom. 6, p. 459, 460, 
474. In the state of innocency there had 
been no such use of magistracy as now there 
is ; for there had been no evil-doers to be 
punished, no unruly persons to be restrained, 
yet, as the wife had been subject to the hus- 
band, and the son to the father, so, no 
doubt, there had been an union of divers 
families under one head, man being natu- 
rally i^ijiov voXtriKov, as Aristotle calls him. 
He is for society and policy, and how can 
it be imagined that mankind, multiplying 
upon the earth, should have been without 
headship, superiority, order, society, govern- 
ment ? And what wonder that the law of 

nature teach all nations some government ? 

P 
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Jerome observeth, that nature guideth the 
very reasonless creatures to a kmd of ma- 
gistracy.^ 

Eighthly, If the Scripture hold forth the 
same derivation or origination of magistracy 
in the Christian magistrate and in the hea- 
then magistrate, then it is not safe to us to 
hold that the Christian magistrate holds his 
ofEce of and under Christ as Mediator; but 
the Scripture doth hold forth the same de- 
rivation or origination of magistracy in the 
Christian magistrate and in the heathen 
magistrate; therefore the proposition hath 
this reason for it, because tne neathen ma- 
gistrate doth not hold his office of and under 
Christ as Mediator. Neither doth Mr Hus- 
sey herein contradict me, only he holds the 
heathen magistrate and his government to 
be unlawful, wherein he is anabaptistical, 
and is confiited by my first argument. As 
for the assumption, it is proved from divers 
scriptures, and namely these, Eom. xiii. 1, 
" The powers that be are ordained of God," 
which is spoken of heathen magistrates ; 
Dan. ii. 37, " Thou, King, art a King 
of kings ; for the God of heaven hath given 
thee a kingdom, power, and strength, and 
glory ;" so saith Daniel to Nebuchadnezzar, 
an idolatrous and heathen king. See the 
like, Jer. xxvii. 6 ; Isa. xlv. 1. God sent 
his servant the prophet to anoint Hazael 
king over Syria, 1 Kings xix. 16. Bead 
to this purpose Augustine, de Civit. Deiy 
Hb. 6, cap. 21, where he saith, that the 
same God gave a kingdom and authority 
both to the Komans, Assyrians, Persians, 
Hebrews ; and that he who gave the king- 
dom to the best emperors, gave it also to 
the worst emperors ; yea, he that gave it 
to Constantino a Christiail, did also live it, 
saith he, to Julian the apostate.* Tertul- 
lian, ApoL, cap. 30, speaking of the hea- 
then emperors of that tune, saith, that they 
were fi'om God, d quo sunt secundi, post 
quern primi ante omnes : that he who had 
made them men, did also make them em- 
perors, and give them their power. Ibid,, 
cap. 33, Ut merito dixerim noster est mor 
gis CcesaVy ut a nostra Deo constitutus : 
So that I may justly say, CsBsar is rather 

1 Hier. Rustico Monacho. — Etiam muta animan- 
tia et feramm greges dnctores seqnnntur snos. In 
apibus principes sunt. 

s Qui Mario, ipse Gaio Csesari : qui Angusto, ipse 
et Neroni ; qui Vespasianis vel patri rel filio, sna- 
yissimis imperatoribns, ipse et Domitiano crudelis- 
simo. Et ne per singulos ire necesse sit, qui Con- 
stantino Christiano, ipse apostatsa Juliano. 



ours, as being placed by our God, saith he, 
speaking to the pagans in the behalf of 
Christians ; wherewre, though there be huge 
and vast differences between the Christian 
magistrate and the heathen magistrate, the 
former excelling the latter as much as light 
doth darkness, yet, in this point of the deri- 
vation and tenure of magistracy, they both 
are equally interested, and the Scripture 
showeth no difference as to that point. 



CHAPTER VIII. 

OF THE POWER AND PRIYILEQE OF THE MAGIS- 
TRATE IN THINGS AND CAUSES ECCLESIAS- 
TICAL ; WHAT IT IS NOT, AND WHAT IT IS. 

The new notion that the Christian magis- 
trate is a church officer, and magistracy an 
ecclesiastical as well as a civil administration, 
calls to mind that of the wise man, " Is there 
anything whereof it may be said. See, this is 
new ? it hath been abeady of old time, which 
was before us." Plato, in his Politicus (a 
Httle after the middle of that book), tells me, 
that the kings of Egypt were also priests, 
and that, in many cities of the Grecians, the 
supreme magistrate had the administration 
of the holy things. Notwithstanding, even 
in this particular there still appearem some 
new thing under the sun. For Plato tells 
me again, epist. 8, that those supreme 
magistrates who were priests, might not be 
present, nor join in criminal nor capital 
judgments, lest they (being priests) should 
be defiled. If you look after some other 
precedent for the union of civil and ecclesi- 
astical government, secular and spiritual 
administrations in one and the same per- 
son or persons, perhaps it were not hard to 
find sucn precedents as our opposites will be 
ashamed to own. 

I am sure heathens themselves have known 
the difference between the office of priests 
and the office of magistrates. Aristotle, de 
Mepub,, lib. 4, cap. 15, speaking of priests, 
saith, TOVTO yap ^krepov ri vapa rat TroXcri- 
Kas ap-^^as : For this is another thing than 
civil magistrates. He had said before, iroX- 
Xtay yap emoraTiay ii woXtructl Koivuria 
belrat: For a civil society hath need of 
many rulers, but every eircffrdriis who is 
made by election or lot, is not a civil magis- 
trate; and the first instance he giveth is 
that of the priests ; and so Aristotle would 
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have the priest to be ewiararfis a ruler, but 
not a civil magistrate. So, de Itepub,, lib. 
7, cap. 8, he distinguisheth between the 
priests and the judges in a city. 

But to the matter. I will here endea- 
vour to make these two things appear: 1. 
That no administration, formally and pro- 
perly ecclesiastical (and, namely, the dis- 
pensing of church censures), doth belong 
unto the ma^strate, nor may (according to 
the word of &od) be assumed and exercised 
by him. 2. That Christ hath not made the 
magistrate head of the church, to receive ap- 
peals (properly so called) from aU ecclesias- 
tical assemblies. Touching the first of these, 
it is no other than is held forth in the Irish 
Articles of Faith (famous among orthodox 
and learned men in these kingdoms), which 
do plainly exclude the magistrate from the 
administration of the word and sacraments, 
and from the power of the keys of the king- 
dom of heaven. It is the unhappiness of 
this time, that this and other truths, formerly 
out-of controversy, should be so much stuck 
at and doubted of by some. 

Now, that the corrective part of church 
government, or the censure of scandalous 
persons, in reference to the purging of the 
church and keeping pure of the ordinances, 
is no part of the magistrate's office, but is a 
distinct charge belonging of right to min- 
isters and elders ; as it may fully appear by 
the arguments brought afterwards to prove 
a government in the church distinct from 
magistracy (which arguments will necessarily 
carry the power of church censures, and the 
administration of the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven, into other hands than the magis- 
trate's) ; so I shall here strengthen it by 
these confirmations : — 

First, Church censures must needs be dis- 
pensed by ministers and elders, because they 
are heterogeneous to magistracy : For, first. 
The magistrate by the power which is in 
his hand, ought to punish any of his subjects 
that do evil, and he ought to punish like 
sins with like punishments. But ii' the power 
of church censures be in the magistrate's 
hands, he cannot walk by that rule ; for 
church censures are only for church mem- 
bers, not for all subjects ; 1 Cor. v. 10, 12. 
Secondly, Church censures are to be executed 
in the name of Christ, Matt, xviii. 20, with 
ver. 17, 18 ; 1 Cor. v. 4; and this cannot be 
done in his name, by any other but such as 
have commission from him to bind and 
loose, forgive and retain sins. But where 



is any such commission given to the civil 
magistrate. Christian more than heathen ? 
Thirdly, Church censures are for impenitent, 
contumacious offenders ; but the magistrate 
doth and must punish offenders (when the 
course of justice and law so requireth), 
whether they appear penitent or impeni- 
tent. Fourthly, The magistrate's power of 
punishing offenders is bounded by the law 
of the land. What then shall become of 
such scandals as are not crimes punishable 
by the law of the land ? such as obscene 
rotten talking, adulterous and vile beha- 
viour, or the most scandalous conversing and 
companying together (though the crime of 
adultery cannot be proved by witnesses), 
livinsr in known malice and envv, refusing 
to be reconciled, and thereupon lying off (it 
may be for a long time) from the sacrament, 
and the like, which are not proper to be ta- 
ken notice of by the civil judge. So that, in 
this case, either there must be church cen- 
sures and discipline exercised by church offi- 
cers, or the magistrate must go beyond his 
limits. Or, lastly. Scandals shall spread in 
the church, and no remedy against them. 
Far be it from the thoughts of Christian 
magistrates, that scandals of this kind shall 
be tolerated, to the dishonour of God, the 
laying of the stumbling-blocks of bad ex- 
amples before others, and to the violation 
and pollution of the ordinances of Jesus 
Christ, who hath commanded to keep his 
ordinances pure. 

A second argument may be this, In the 
Old Testament Grod did not command the 
magistrates, but the priests, to put a differ- 
ence betwixt the profane and the holy, the 
unclean and the clean ; Lev. x. 10 ; £zek. 
xxii. 26 ; Ezek, xliv. 23, 24 ; Deut. xxi. 6 ; 
2 Chron. xxiii. 18, 19. And, in the New 
Testament, the keysof the kingdom of heaven 
are given to the ministers of the church : 
Matt. xvi. 19 ; xviii. 18 ; John xx. 23, but 
no where to the civil magistrate. It be- 
longeth to church ofiicers to censure false 
doctrine, Bev. ii. 2, 14, 16; to decide con- 
troversies. Acts xvi. 4 ; and to examine and 
censure scandals, £zek. xliv. 23, 24, which 
is a prophecy concerning the ministry of the 
New Testament ; and elders judge an elder, 
1 Tim. V. 19, or any other church member, 
1 Cor. V. 12. 

Thirdly, The Scripture holdeth forth the 
civil and ecclesiastical power as most distinct; 
insomuch that it condemneth the spiritual- 
ising of the civil power, as well as the secu- 
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larising of the ecclesiastical power ; state 
papacy, as well as papal state. Church 
ofificers may not take the civil sword, nor 
re civil causes, Luke xii. 13, 14; xxii. 25; 



[att. xxvi. 52 ; 2 Cor. x. 4 ; 2 Tim. ii. 4. 
So Uzzah might not touch the ark ; nor 
Saul offer bumt-olferings ; nor Uzziah bum 
incense. I wish we may not have cause to 
revive the proverb which was used in Am- 
brose's time : " That emperors did more co- 
vet the priesthood than the priests did 
covet the empire." Shall it be a sin to 
church officers to exercise any act of civil 
government, and shall it be no sin to the 
civil magistrate to engross the whole and 
sole power of church government ? Are not 
the two powers formally and specifically 
distinct ? Of which before, chap. 4. 

It is to be well noted, that Maccovius 
and Vedelius, who ascribe a sort of papal 
power to the civil magistrate, to the great 
scandal of the reformed church, do notwith- 
standing acknowledge that Christ hath ap- 
pointed church discipline and censures, and 
the same to be dispensed by church officers 
only ; and that the magistrate, as he may 
not preach the word and administer the 
sacraments, so he may not exercise church 
discipline, nor inflict spiritual censures, such 
as excommunication. Though Erastus, p. 
175, hath not spared to say, that the magis- 
trate may, in the New Testament (though 
he might not in the old), exercise the min- 
isterial function, if he can have so much lei- 
sure from his other employments. 

Fourthly, The power of church discipline 
is intrinsical to the church; that is, both 
they who censure, and they who are cen- 
sured, must be of the church, 1 Cor. v. 12, 
13 ; they must be of one and the same cor- 
poration; the one must not be in the 
body, and the other out of the body. But 
if this power were in the magistrate, it were 
extrinsical to the church ; for the magistrate, 
quatenus a magistrate, is not so much as a 
church member ; far less can the magistrate, 
as magistrate, have jurisdiction over church 
members, as church members ; even as the 
minister, as minister, is not a member of 
the commonwealth or state, far less can he, 
as minister, exercise jurisdiction over the 
subjects, as subjects. 

The Christian magistrate in England is 
not a member of the church as a magistrate, 
but as a Christian ; and the mimster of 
Jesus Christ in England, is not subject to 
the magistrate aa he is a minister of Christ, 



but as he is a member of the commonwealth 
of England. He was both a learned man 
and a great royalist in Scotland, who held 
that all kings, infidel as well as Christian, 
have equal authority and jurisdiction in the 
church, though all be not alike qualified or 
able to exercise it. John Weymes, de Reg. 
primat., p. 123. Let our opposites loose 
this knot among themselves; K>r they are 
not of one opinion about it. 

Fifthly, Church officers might, and did 
freely, and by themselves, dispense church 
censures, under pagan and unbelieving ma- 
gistrates, as is by all confessed. Now the 
church ought not to be in a worse condition 
under the Christian magistrate than under 
an infidel ; for the power of the Christian 
magistrate is cumulative, not privative to 
the church; he is a nursing-father, Isa. xlix. 
28, not a step-father. He is keeper, de» 
fender and guardian of both tables, but nei- 
ther judge nor interpreter of Scripture. 

Sixthly, I shall shut up this argumenta- 
tion with a convincing dilemma. The as- 
semblies of church officers being to exercise 
discipline, and censure offences (which is 
supposed, and must be granted in regard of 
the ordinances of parliament), either they 
have power to do this jure propria, and vir- 
tute officii, or only jure devoluto, and mV- 
tute delegationis, such authority being de- 
rived from the magistrate. If the former, I 
have what I would ; if the latter, then it 
foUoweth, 1. That where presbyteries and 
synods do exercise spiritual jurisdiction, not 
by any power derived from, or dependent 
upon, the civil magistrate, but in the name 
and authority of Jesus Christ, and by the 
power received from him, as in Scotland, 
France, and the Low Countries, &c., there 
all ecclesiastical censures, such as deposition 
of ministers, and excommunication of scan- 
dalous and obstinate persons, have been, are, 
and shall be, void, null, and of no effect ; 
even as when the prelatical party did hold, 
that the power of ordination and jurisdiction 
pertaineth only to prelates, or such as are de- 
legated with commission and authority from 
them, thereupon they were so put to it by 
the arguments of the anti-episoopal party, 
that they were forced to say, that presby- 
ters, ordained by presbyters in other re- 
formed churches, are no presbyters, and 
their excommunication was no excommuni- 
cation. 2. It will follow, that the magistrate 
himself may excommunicate, for nemo po^ 
test aliis delegare plus juris quam ipse 
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kabet: No man can give from him, by dele- 
gation or deputation to another, that right 
or power which he himself hath not. 3, If 
the power of excommunication come by de- 
legation from the magistrate, either the ma- 
gistrate must in conscience give this power 
to church officers only, or he is free, and 
may, without sin, give this power to others. 
If the former, what can bind up the magis- 
trate's conscience, or astrict the thing to 
church officers, except it be God's ordinance 
that they only do it ? If the latter, then, 
though tnis parliament hath taken away the 
old high commission court, which had potes- 
tatem utriusque gladii, yet they may law- 
Mly, and without sin, erect a new high com- 
mission court, made up of those who shall be 
no church officers, yea, having none of the 
clergy in it (as the other hadV with commis- 
sion and power sranted to tnem to execute 
spiritual jurisdilion and excommunication, 
and that not only in this or that church, yea, 
or province, but in any part of the whole king- 
dom. So much of the first point. Now to 
the second, concerning appeals to the magis- 
trate, as to the head of the church. 

It is asked, what remedy shall there be 
against the abuse of church discipline by 
church officers, except there be appeals from 
the ecclesiastical courts to the civil magis- 
trate : which if it be, church officers wilfbe 
the more vrary and cautious to do no man 
wrong, knowing that they may be made to 
answer for it : and if it be not, there is a 
wide door opened, that ministers may do as 
they please. 

Ans, 1. Look what remedy there is for 
abuses in the preaching of the word, and ad- 
ministration of the sacraments: the Uke re- 
medy there is for abuses in church discipline. 
Mal-administration of the word and sacra- 
ments is no less sinful to the ministers, and 
hurtful to others, than mal-administration of 
discipline : and, in some respects, the former 
is more to the dishonour of God, and de- 
struction of men, than the latter. Ministers 
have not an arbitrary power to preach what 
they will. Now, when the word is not truly 
prelched, nor the sacraments duly admini^ 
tered by any minister or ministers, the ma- 
gistrate seeketh the redress of these things 
(in a constituted church) by the convocating 
of synods, for examining, discovering, and 
judgmg of such errors and abuses as are 
found in particular churches. But if the 
synod should connive at, or comply with that 
same error, yet the magistrate taketh not 



upon him the supreme and authoritative* 
decision of a controversy of faith, but stiU 
endeavoureth to help all this by other eccle- 
siastical remedies — ^as another synod, and yet 
another, till the evil be removed. The like 
we say concerning abuses in church disci- 
pline : The magistrate may command a re- 
suming and re-examination of the case in 
another synod ; but still the synod ratifieth 
or reverseth the censure ; in which case it is 
betwixt the magistrate and the synod, as 
betwixt the will and understanding; for Fo- 
luntas imperat intellectui quo ad exerd" 
tiurn^ yet notwithstanding determinatur per 
intellectum quoad specijicationem actus. 

Take for inst^ce this also: If it be a case 
deserving deposition or degradation ; in such 
a case, saith learned Salmasius, Appar. ad 
lib, de Priniatu, p. 298, the prince or ma- 
gistrate cannot take from a minister that 
power which was given him in ordination, 
with imposition of nands, for he cannot take 
that which he cannot give ; but if a prince 
would have a minister, for his offences, to be 
deprived of his ministerial power, he must 
take care that it be done by the ministers 
themselves, qui judices veri ipsii^ sunty et 
auferre soli possunt quod per ordination" 
em dederunt : who are his true judges, and 
they only can take away what by ordination 
they have given. Thus Salmasius. 

2. And further, if presbyteries or synods 
exceed the bounds of ecclesiastical power, 
and go without the sphere of their own 
activity, interposing and judging in a civil 
cause which concerneth any man's life or 
estate, the magistrate may reverse and make 
null whatsoever they do in that kind, and 
punish themselves for such abuse of their 
power, as Solomon punished Abiathar, and 
banished him to Anathoth, he being guilty 
of high treason, 1 Kings ii. 26. It was not 
a case of scandal only, or of delinquency, or 
mal-administration in his sacerdotal office, 
otherwise it had fallen within the cogni- 
sance, and jurisdiction of the ecclesiastical 
sanhedrim. 

3. Though the case be merely spiritual 
and ecclesiastical, the Christian magistrate 
(by himself and immediately) may not only 
examine by the judgment of discretion the 
sentence of the ecclesiastical court, but also 
when he seeth cause (either upon the com- 
plaint of the party, or scandal given to him- 
self), interpose by letters, messages, exhor- 
tations, and sharp admonitions to the pres- 
bytery or synod, who, in that case, are bound 
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4n conscience, with all respect and honour to 
the magistrate, to give him a reason of what 
they have done, and to declare the grounds 
of their proceedings, till, by the blessing of 
God upon this free and fair dealing, they 
either give a rational or satisfactory account 
to the magistrate, or be themselves convinced 
of their mal-administration of discipline. 

4. And in extraordinary cases, when the 
clergy hath made defection, and all church 
discipline is degenerated into tyranny, as 
under Popery and Prelacy it was, it belong- 
eth to the magistrate to take the protection 
of those who are cast out or censured un- 
justly; for extraordinary evils must have ex- 
traordinary helps. And in this sense we 
are to unaerstand divers of our Keformers 
and others, groaning under the pressures of 
the Koman clergy, and calling in the help 
of the civil magistrate for their relief. 

But we deny that (in a well-constituted 
church) it is agreeable to the will of Christ 
for the magistrate either to receive appeals 
(properly so called) from the sentence of an 
ecclesiastical court, or to receive complaints 
exhibited against that sentence by the party 
censured, so as by his authority, upon such 
complaint, to nullify or make void tne eccle- 
siastical censure.^ The latter of these two 
Vedelius pleadeth for, not the former. But 
Apollonius oppugneth the latter, as being 
upon the matter all one with the former. Now 
to ascribe such power to the magistrate is, 1. 
To change the Pope, but not the popedom; 
the headj but not the headship. For is not 
this the Pope's chief supremacy, to judge all 
men, and to be judged of no man; to ratify 
or rescind at his pleasure the decrees of the 
church, councils and all? And shall this power 
now be transferred upon the magistrate? 
Good Lord, where are we, if this shall be the 
upshot of our reformation? Oh for it! Shall 
we condemn the Papists and Anabaptists 
who give too little to the magistrate, and 
then join hands with the Arminians, who 
give as much to the magistrate as the Pope 



I Sjnops. pur. Theol. disp. 48, tlies. 19.— Etsi yero 
banc spiritualem potestatem a Christiani magistra- 
tni inspectione, tanquam ntrinsqne tabnlsa custode 
non eximimus, negamus tamen earn, ant ejus prazln 
a magistratus suprema anctoritate pendere, sicuti 
quidam recentiores contendnnt, cnm a Christo solo 
pendeat, et ab ipso immediate ecclesiae sit concessa 
nt loci antea producti demonstrant. Ac proinde 
nee per appellationem, ant provocationem proprie 
dictam, potestas haec ad magistratus ant principnm 
tribanal deferri potest, qunm ejus execatio penes 
ipsos non sit. 



hath formerlly usurped? 2. Appeals lie in 
the same line of subordination, and do not go 
de genere in gewas ; but the civil and eccle- 
siastical courts stand not in one line, neither 
are they of one kind and naturie; they are 
disparata, non suhordinata. 3. They who 
receive appeals have also power to execute 
the sentence, else the appeal is in vain ; but 
the magistrate hath no power to execute the 
church censure, nor to shut out of the church, 
our opposites themselves being judges. It 
was not, therefore, without just cause that 
Augustine did very much blame the Dona- 
tists for their appealing from the ecclesias- 
tical assemblies, to the emperors and civil 
courts, epist. 48, 162. 

There are two examples alleged from 
Scripture for appeals from ecclesiastical to 
civil courts. One is the example of Jere- 
miah, Jer. xxvi ; the other is the example 
of Paul, Acts XXV. But neither of the two 
prove the point. For, 1. Jeremiah was not 
censured by the priests with any spiritual or 
ecclesiastical censure (of which alone our 
controversy is) but the priests took him, and 
said to him, " Thou shalt surely die," Jer. 
xxvi. 8. 2. Would God that every Chris- 
tian magistrate may protect the servants of 
God from such unjust sentences and perse- 
cuting decrees. When ecclesiastical courts are 
made up of bloody persecutors, that is an ex- 
traordinary evil which must have an extraor- 
dinary remedy. 3. Neither yet is there any 
syllable of Jeremiah's appealing from the 
priests to the princes; but the text saith, 
" When the princes of Judah heard these 
thing^s, then they came up," &c. ver. 10; 
that is, the princes, so soon as they under- 
stood that tne priests had taken Jeremiah, 
and had said to him, " Thou shalt surely 
die," ver. 8, and being also informed that 
all the people were gathered together tumul- 
tuously and disorderly a^dnst the prophet, 
ver. 9, they thought it Sieir duty to rescue 
the prophet from the priests and people, 
that he might be examined and judged by 
the civil court, he being challenged and ac- 
cused as one worthy to die. 

As for Paul's appellation to CsBsar, First, 
It is supposed by our opposites, that he ap- 
pealed from the ecclesiastical sanhedrim of 
the Jews, which is a great mistake, for he 
appealed from the judgment-seat of Festus to 
Ceesar ; that is, from an inferior civil court 
to a superior civil court; which he had just 
cause to do: for, though Festus had not yet 
given forth any sentence against Paul, yet 
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he appeals d gravamine, and it was a great 
grievance indeed, while as Festus showed 
himself to be a most corrupt judge, who, 
though the Jews could prove none of those 
things whereof they accused Paul, Acts xxv. 
7 (which should have made Festus to acquit 
and dismiss him), yet, being willing to do 
the Jews a pleasure, he would have Paul go 
to Jerusalem, there to be judged before him- 
self, ver. 9. Now this was all the favour 
that the Jews had desired of Festus, that he 
would send Paul to Jerusalem, they laying 
wait in the way to kill him, ver. 3. No ap- 
pellation here from the sanhedrim at Jerusa- 
lem, where he had not as yet compeared to be 
examined ; far less could he appeal from any 
sentence of the sanhedrim. The most which 
can be, with any colour, alleged from the 
text is, that Paul declined to be judged by the 
sanhedrim at Jerusalem, they not being his 
competent and proper judges in that cause. 
" I stand at CsBsar's judgment-seat (saith he) 
where I ought to be judged;" meaning that 
he was accused as worthy of death, for sede- 
tion, and offending against Csesar, whereof 
he ought to be judged only at Caesar's tri- 
bunal; not by the Jews, who were no judges 
of such matters. A declinator of a judge is 
one thing, and appellation from his judgment 
or sentence is another thing. But put the case 
that Paul had indeed appealed from the san- 
hedrim at Jerusalem, either it was the civil 
sanhedrim, or the ecclesiastical. If the civil, 
it is no precedent for appeals from ecclesias- 
tical courts : if the ecclesiastical, yet that 
serveth not for appeals from ecclesiastical 
courts in ecclesiastical causes ; for it was a 
capital crime whereof Paul was accused. 
Nay, put the case that Paul had at that 
time appealed from the ecclesiastical sanhe- 
drim in an ecclesiastical cause, yet neither 
could that help our opposites ; for the govern- 
ment of the Christian church and the go- 
vernment of the Jewish church were at that 
time separate and distinct, so that the eccle- 
siastical court, which should have judged of 
any scandal given by Paul (if at all he ought 
to have been censured), had been a Christian 
synod, not a Jewish sanhedrim. And so much 
of appeals. Of which question Triglandius, 
Kevins, and Cabeljavius have peculiarly and 
fully written. Three famous academies also, 
of Leyden, Groningen, and Utrecht, did give 
their public testimonies against appeals from 
ecclesiastical to civil courts; and the three 
professors of Utrecht, in their testimony, do 
obtest all Christians that love truth and 



peace, to be cautious and wary of the Armi- 
nian noison lurking in the contrary tenets. 
See Cabeljavius, Defensio potestatis Ecclc" 
siasticoB, p. 60. 

It is further objected, that thus fixing a 
spiritual jurisdiction in church officers, we 
erect two collateral powers in the kingdom, 
the civil and the ecclesiastical, unless all ec- 
clesiastical courts be subordinate to magis- 
tracy, as to a certain headship. 

Ans. There is a subordination of persons 
here, but a co-ordination of powers. A sub- 
ordination of persons, because as the mini- 
sters of the church are subject to the civil 
magistrate, they being members of the com- 
monwealth or kingdom, so the magistrate is 
subject to the ministers of the church, he 
being a church member. The former we 
assert against Papists, who say that the 
clergy is not subject to the magistrate : the 
latter we hold against those who make 
the magistrate to be the head of the church. 
Again, a co-ordination of powers ; because 
as the subjection of the person of the 
Christian magistrate to the pastors and elders 
of the church, in things pertaining to God, 
doth not infer the subordination of tne power 
and office of the magistrate to the cnurch 
officers, so the subjection of pastors and 
elders to the magistrate, in all civil things 
(as other members of the commonwealth are 
subject'J, may well consist with the co-ordin- 
ation 01 the ecclesiastical power with the civil. 
And as it is an error in rapists to make the 
secular power dependent upon, and derived 
from, the ecclesiastical power, so it is an 
error in others to make the ecclesiastical 
power derived from, and dependent upon the 
civil power ; for the ecclesiastical power is 
derived from Christ, Eph. iv. 11. 

And now, while I am expressing my 
thoughts, I am the more confirmed in the 
same, by falling upon the concession of one 
who is of a different judgment ; for he who 
wrote Jus JRegum in opposition to all spi- 
ritual authority exercised under any form 
of ecclesiastical government, doth, notwith- 
standing acknowfedge, p. 16, " Both of them 
(the magistrate and the minister), have their 
commission immediately from G<>d, and each 
of them are subject to the other, without any 
subordination of offices from the one to the 
other ; for the magistrate is no less subject 
to the operation of the word from the mouth 
of the minister than any other man whatso- 
ever: and the minister again is as much 
subject to the authority of the magistrate as 
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any other subject whatsoever; and therefore, 
though there be no subordination of offices, 
yet is there of persons; the person of a min- 
ister remaining a subject, but not the func- 
tion of the ministry." He might have said 
the same of the exercise of church discipline 
which he saith of the preaching of the word ; 
for the same Christ who gave the keys of 
doctrine gave also the keys of discipline, 
without any tie to make the use thereof sub- 
ject to the pleasure of the civil magistrate. 
Let him prove that the ministry of the 
word is not subordinate to, nor dependent 
upon the magistrate, and I shall prove, by the 
same medium^ that the ministry of church 
censures hath as little of that subordination 
in it. 

And this I must add, that least of all 
others can our Independent brethren charge 
the Presbyterians with the setting up of an 
ecclesiastical government co-ordinate with, 
and not subordinate unto, the civil govern- 
ment: for themselves hold as much in this 
point (if not more) than we do. Take, for 
mstanoe, Mr Cotton's Ket/s of the Kin^gdom 
of Heaveriy published by Mr Goodwyn and 
Mr Nye, p. 49 : " The first subject of the 
ministerial power of the keys, though it be 
independent in respect of derivation of power 
firom the power ot the sword to the perform- 
ance of any spiritual administration," &c.; 
p. 53, " As the church is subject to the 
sword of the magistrate in things which con- 
cern the civil peace, so the magistrate (if 
Christian) is subject to the keys of the 
church," &c. 

As for that collaterality which is objected, 
I answer. The civil and ecclesiastical power, 
if we speak properly, are not collateral. 1. 
They have no footing upon the same 
ground : there may be many subject to the 
magistrate, who are no church members, 
and so not under the spiritual power ; and 
where the same persons are subject to both 
the powers, there is no more collatendity, 
in this case, nay, not so much, as is betwixt 
the power of a father in one man, and the 
power of a master in another man, when 
both powers are exercised upon the same 
man who is both a son and a servant. 2, 
Powers that are collateral, are of the same 
eminency and altitude, of the same kind 
and nature ; but the civil power is a domin- 
ion and lordship ; the ecclesiastical power is 
ministerial, not lordly. 3. Collateral powers 
do mutually and alike exercise authority 
over each other respectively. But, though 



the magistrate may exercise much authority 
in things ecclesiastical, church officers can 
exercise no authority in things civil. The 
magistrate's authority is ecclesiastical ohjec- 
tiv6y though not formaliter : but the church 
officer's authority is not civil so much as o&- 
jectivcy not being exercised about either 
civil, criminal, or capital cases. 4. Collateral 
powers are subordinate to, and derived from 
the supreme and original power, like two 
branches growing out of the same stock, two 
streams flowing from the same fountain, two 
lines drawn from the same centre, two arms 
under the same head ; but the power of the 
magistrate is subordinate unto, and depend- 
eth upon the dominion of God the Creator 
of all : the power of church officers depend- 
eth upon the dominion of Christ, the Me- 
diator and King of the church. 

I shall conclude my answers to the pre- 
sent objection, with the testimony of learned 
Salmasius, who hath so overthrown the papal 
and prelatical government, from Scripture 
and antiquity, that he hath withal preserved, 
yea, strengtnened the distinction of civil go- 
vernment and church government, and hold- 
eth that church censures and civil punish- 
ments do very well consist and sweetly agree 
together.* 

1 have now done with the negative part 
of this present controversy, — what the power 
of the magistrate in ecclesiasticis is not ; 
I proceed to the positive part, — ^what it is. 
To this I will speak first more generally, 
then more particularly. 

For the general, I hold with the large 
Confession of Faith of the Church of 
Scotland^ art. 25 : "' Moreover to kings, 
princes, rulers, and magistrates, we affirm, 
that chiefly and most principally, the con- 
servation and the purgation of the religion 
appertains; so that not only they are ap- 
pointed for civil policy, but aJso for main- 
tenance of the true religion, and for supress- 
ing of idolatry and superstition whatsover." 



1 Apparat. ad lib. de Primatu, p. 282, 283.— Plebs 
autem ipsa qaam cnrant pastores, qaantam attinet 
ad animsBcnram, pastoribus snis subdita est. Si 
corporis ratio agatar, summnm in illnd imperinm 
habent principes ac supremi magi stratus. Delicta 
igitnr hominam dnpliciter pnninntur, ant in anima 
sola» ant in oorpore. Poensa quas corporis necem ant 
noxnm infemnt, ant bonomm amissionem, a magis- 
tratn ciyili inflignntnr : Quae vero animamm casti- 
gationem et emendationem spectant, per minifltmm 
ecclesiae imponnntnr. Snmma eamm poBnarnm ex- 
commnnicatio est. Et infra. Idem peccatnm in 
eodem homine alitor yindicat magistratns civilis, 
aliter pnnit minister ecclesiaB. 
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To the same purpose, Galvin, Instit. lib. 4, 
cap. 20, sect. 9 : *^Hoc nomine maxime lau- 
dantur sancH HegeSf quod Dei cultum 
corruptum vel eversum restituerint, vel 
curam gesserint religionis, ut sub illis 
■ pura et incolumis fiorereV* The like see 
in Zanchius, prsec. 4, p. 791, and in Po- 
lanus, Si/ntag. lib. 10, cap. 65. They hold 
that the Christian magistrate's office, as 
concerning religion, is, " diligently to take 
care that in his dominion or kingdom, reli- 
gion, from the pure word of Grod, expounded 
by the word of God it«elf, and understood 
according to the principles of faith (which 
others c^ the analogy of faith), be either in- 
stituted, or (being instituted) kept pure, or 
being corrupted, T)e restored and retormed : 
that false doctrines, abuses, idols, and supetr- 
stitions be taken away, to the glory of God, 
and to his own and his subjects' salvation." 
Unto these things I do assent as unto safe 
and undoubted truths. 

But for the clearer understanding and en- 
odation of our present ouestion, I will par- 
ticularise and explain what I hold, by these 
five following distinctions : — 

1. Distingue materiamsuhjectam. There 
are two sorts of things belonging to the 
church. Some which are intrinsical, and be- 
longing to the soul or inward man, directly 
and primarily. Such things are not to be 
dispensed and administered by the civil ma- 
gistrate : I mean the word and sacraments, 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven, the 
suspension or excommunication of church 
officers or members, the ordination or de- 
position of officers, the determination and 
resolution from Scripture of controversies 
concerning the faith, the worship of Grod, 
the government of the church, cases of con- 
science. These being in their nature, end, 
and use, merely spiritual, and belonging not 
to the outward man, but to the inward man 
or soul, are committed and entrusted to the 
pastors and other ruling officers of the 
church, and are not of civil and extrinsical, 
but of ecclesiastical and intrinsical cognis- 
ance and judgment. There are other things 
belonging to the church, which are extrin- 
sical, and do properly belong to the outward 
man, and are common to the church with 
other human societies or corporations: things 
of this kind fall within the civil jurisdiction ; 
for the churches of Christ, being societies of 
men and women, and parts of common- 
wealths, are accountable unto and punishable 
by the civil magistrate, in their bodies, lives. 



civil liberties, and temporal estates, for tres- 
passes against the law of God or the law of 
the lano. By the law of Crod I understand 
here jus divinum naturale^ that is, the 
moral law or Decalogue, as it bindeth all 
nations (whether Christians or infidels), be- 
ing the law of the Creator and King of na- 
tions. The magistrate, by his authority, 
may, and in duty ought, to keep his subjects 
within the bounds of external obedience to 
that law, and punish the external man with 
external punishments for external tres- 
passes against that law. From this obliga- 
tion of uxe law, and subjection to the correc- 
tive power of the magistrate, Christian sub- 
jects are no more exempted than heathen 
subjects, but rather more straitly obliged. 
So that if any such trespass is committed by 
church officers or members, the magistrate 
hath power and authority to summon, ex- 
amine, judge, and (afler just conviction and 
proof) to punish these, as well as other men. 
We do therefore abominate the disloyal pa- 
pal tenet, that clergymen are not to be ex- 
amined and judged by civil, but by ecclesi- 
astical courts only, even in causes civil and 
criminal. Whereof see Duarenus, de Sacr, 
Eccl. Minist, lib. 1, cap. 2 ; Spelman, Con-- 
al, Britann, tom. 1, p. 413. 

I fiirther explain myself by that com- 
mon distinction, that there are two sorts of 
things that belong to the church, ra ttma 
and TO. iifa, things inward and things out' 
ward ; for church officers and church mem- 
bers do consist (as other men) of a soul 
and of a body. All things properly belong- 
ing to the soul or intemsS man (which here 
we call things inward), are the objects of 
ecclesiastical power given to church officers, 
pastors, and other ruling officers ; but what 
belongs to the outward man, to the bodies of 
church officers and members (which things 
are outward), the judging and managing 
thereof is in the hand of the magistrate, 
who ruleth not only rows ^£w, those that are 
without, whom the church judgeth not, but 
ra l£w T^s €KK\fiaias, the things outward of 
the church, Salmasius calls the power of 
the magistrate in things ecclesiastical Ifwre- 
piKff kvifTKowt}, the inward episcopacy or 
overseeing ; which well agreeth with that 
which Constantine said to the bishops, T/ucIs 
fxtv Tuv titrw rfjs eKKXffoias, eyta be tijv 
€kt\s, You are made bishops of the inward 
things of the church, I of the things out- 
ward. So that he doth not assume their 
government, but distinguisheth his from 
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theirs. This external inspection and admin- 
istration of the magistrate, in reference to 
religion, is twofold. 1. Corrective^ bj ex- 
ternal pmiishments. 2. AuaMiarv^ by ex- 
ternal benefits and adminicles. The magis- 
trate maj and ought to be both custoa et 
vindex utriusgue tahvlce^ he ought to 
preserve both the first and second table of 
the holy and ^ood law of €rod, from being 
despised and violated, and punish by corpo- 
ral or other temporal punishmentSi such 
(whether church officers or church mem- 
bers) as openly dishonour Grod by gross of- 
fences, eitner against the first or against 
the second table ; and this he doth as God*s 
deputy and vicegerent, subordinate and sub- 
servient to that universal dominion which 
God Almi^ty exerciseth over the children 
of men. ani in doing hereof, he is also 
helpful and useful to the kingdom of Christ, 
as Mediator ; magistracy bemg (in the re- 
spects aforesaid) serviceable and profitable 
(as to order the commonwealth aright, so 
also) to purge the church of 8can£ds, to 
promote the course of the gospel, and the 
edification of (me another. But how ? not 

Perfectly, but pro tanto; not every way, 
ut more 8vx> ; not intrinsically, but extrin- 
sically ; not primarily, but secondarily ; not 
directly, but ex consequ&nti ; not sub for^ 
meditate seandUiy sed sub formahtate 
criminis, not under the notion of scandal, 
but of crime. The magistrate, in punishing 
all crimes committed by any in the church 
(which are contrary to the law of Grod) ; in 
suppressing tumults, disorders ; in protecting 
the churcn from danger, harm, or molesta- 
tion ; in putting a hook in the nostrils, and 
a bridle m the mouths, of unruly, obstinate, 
and contumacious sinners, who vex the 
church, and create trouble to the people of 
God ; in so doing, he doth by consequence, 
and removendo prohibens^ 'purge the church, 
and advance the kingdom of C%rist, and the 
course of the gospel : in the meanwhile, 
not depriving the church of her own intrin- 
sical power and jurisdiction, but making it 
rather more effectual by the aid of the se- 
cular power; — and so much of the corrective 
part 01 the magistrate's administration^ The 
other part of his administration in reference 
to religion, is auxiliary, or assistant to the 
church; for the magistrate watcheth over 
the outward business of the church, not only 
by troubling those persons, and punishing 
those sins, uiat trouble the Israel of God ; 
but by administering such things as are ne- 



oessary for the wellbeing and comfortable 
subsistence of the church; and, for that end, 
doth convocate synodg pro re nata (beside 
the ordinary and set meetings), ana pre- 
sideth tiierein (if he please) in external 
order, though not in the synodical debates 
and resolutions ; he addeth nis dvil sanction 
to the synodical results, if he find nothing 
therein which may hurt peace or justice in 
the commonwealth. The magistrate ought 
aJso to take care of the maintenance of the 
ministry, schools, poor, and of good works 
for necessary uses, that religion and learn- 
ing may not want their necessary adminicles. 
Finally, he ought to take care that all 
churches be provided with an able, orthodox, 
and godly ministry, and schools with learned 
and well-qualified teachers, such as shall be 
best approved by those to whom it belong- 
eth to examine and judge of their qualifi- 
cations and parts, .^d all these ways the 
magistrate ought te be, and the well-afiected 
magistrate hath been, and is, a nursing-father 
te Sie church of Ghnst. 

2. My second distincti(m shall be this: 
The magistrate may and ought not only to 
conserve justice, peace, and order in the 
commonwealth ana in the church, sa it is in 
the commonwealth ; but also to take special 
care of the conservation of the true reformed 
religion, and of the reformation of it, when 
and wherein it needeth to be reformed, 
imperativ^^ not elidtivi. The magistrate 
(saith Dr Rivet on the Decalogue, p. 262) 
is neither to administer word, nor sacra- 
ments, nor church discipline, &;c. ; but he is 
to take care that all these things be done 
by those whom God hath called thereunto. 
'Whatever is properly spiritual, belonging to 
the soul and inward man (such as church 
censures, and the other particulars before 
mentioned), cannot be acttis eUcitus of the 
magistrate. The magistrate can neither 
immediaiione suppositiy nor immediatione 
virtutisy determme c(Mitroversies of faith, 
ordain ministers, suspend from the sacra- 
ments, (h: excommunicate. He can neither 
do these things himself, nor are they done 
in the name and authority of the magis- 

from him, but in the name and authority of 
Jesus Christ, and by the power given from 
Jesus Christ. Yet all these, and generally 
the administration oi the keys of tiie king* 
dom of heaven, are cictus imperati of the 
Christian magistrate, and that both antec&' 
denter and consequenter. Antecedenthf^ 
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die magistrate may oommand charch officers 
to €iiBpend or excommunicate all obstinate 
and scandalons persons ; he may command 
the classes to ordain able and godlj minis* 
tors, and no other; he may command a 
synod to meet to debate and determine such 
or such a controversy. Consequently y also, 
when lihe thing is examined, judged, re« 
solved, or done by the eooledastical power, 
the magistrate hath power and authority to 
add his ciyil sanction, confirmation, or rati- 
fication ; to make the ecclesiastical sentence 
to be obeyed and submitted unto by all whom 
it concemeth; — ^in all which the Christian 
magistrate doth exceeding much for the con- 
MT^n and purpatioa oi relij^on ; not ell- 
mendo custus^ domg or exercising by him- 
self, or by his own authority, acts of churdi 
government oic discipline, but taking care 
mat such and such things be done by those 
to whob they do belong. ^ 

3. Distinguish the dvrective part and the 
coemve pejrt. The directive part, in the 
consOTvation or purgation of religion, doth 
belong to the ministers and ruling officers 
of the churcli assembled together. In ad- 
ministering, therefore, that which concem- 
eth rdigion and pec^le's spiritual good, the 
magistrate not only juvcUur, but dirtgitur^ 
is not only helped^ but directed by the 
ecdedastical directive power, Fest, Hon,,, 
dij^. 30, thes. 6. Magistracy may say to 
ministry, as Moses saia to Kobab, '^ Thou 
mayest be tons instead of eyes." Ad sctcrce 
r^H^ionis informationem, fideJis magistral 
tus verhl divini administriSf vduti octUis^ 
uti debet; and for that end he is to make 
use of consistorial and sjnodical assemblies, 
say the Professors of Leyden, Synops, pur, 
Theol^ disp. 50, thes. 44. But tne coer- 
dve part, m compelling the obstinate and 
unruly to submit to the presbyterial or syno- 
diad sentence, belongs to we magistrate. 
Notas if the magistrate had nothing to do 
but to be an executioner of the pleasure of 
church officers, or as if he were by a blind 
«ind implicit faith to constrain all men to 
stand to their determinaticnu God forbid. 
The magistrate must have his fuU liberty 
to judge of that which he is to compel men 
to do, to judge of it, not only judicio appre- 
kenaivOj by miderstanding and apprehend- 
ing aridit what it is, hut judicio dtscretivo^ 
Ipf the judgment of Christian prudence and 
discretion, examining, by the word of God, 
the grounds, reasons, and warrants of the 
thing, that he may, in faith and not doubt- 



ingly, add his authority thereto, in which 
judging he doth judicare, but not judicem 
agere; that is, he \s judex suarum ctctionuniy 
he judgeth whether he ought to add his 
civil authority to this or that which seemeth 
good to church officers, and doth not concur 
therewith, except he be satisfied in his con* 
science that he may do so. Yet this makes 
him not supreme judge or governor in all 
ecclesiastical causes, which is the prerogatire 
of Jesus Christ, revealing his will m his 
word ; nor yet doth it invest the magistrate 
with the subordinate, ministerial, forensical, 
directive judgment in ecclesiastical things or 
causes, which belongeth to ecclesiastical, not 
to civil courts. 

4. Distinguish between a cumulative and 
a privative authority. The magistrate hath 
indeed an authoritative influence into mat- 
ters of religion and church government ; but 
it is cumulative ; that is, the magistrate takes 
care that church officers, as well as other 
subjects, may do those things which, ex of" 
fidoy they are bound to do; and when they 
do so, he aideth, assisteth, strengtheneth, 
ratifieth, and, in his way, maketh effectual 
what they do. But that whidi belongs to 
the magistrate is not privative, in reference to 
the ecclesiastical government. It is under- 
stood ^aZvoJter^ ecdesiastico: for the magis- 
trate is a nursing-father, not a step-father 
to the church ; and the magistrate (as well 
as other men) is under that tie, 2 Cor. xiii. 
8, " We can do nothing against the troth, 
but for the truth." This proviso, therefore, 
is justly made, that whatever power the ma- 
gistrate hath in matters of religion, it is not 
to hinder the free exercise of church disci- 
pline and censure against scandalous and ob- 
stinate sinners. 

As the casuists in other cases distinguish 
lucrum cessans, and damnum emergens, so 
must we distinguish between the magistrate's 
doing no good to the church, and his doing 
evil to the church ; between lus not assisting, 
and his opposing; between his not allowing 
or authorising, and his forbidding or restrain- 
ing. It doth properly and of right belong 
to the magistrate to add a civil sanction and 
strength of a law for strengthening and aid- 
ing the exercise of church discipline, or not 
to add it. And himself is judge whether to 
add any such cumulative act of favour or not. 
But the magistrate hath no power nor autho- 
rity to lay bands and restraints upon church 
officers to hinder any of Christ's ordinances, 
or to forbid them to do what Christ hath 




given them a commisBion to do. And if any 
such restraints of prohibitions or laws should 
be laid on us, we ought to obey God ra- 
ther than men. 

6. Distingue tempora. Whatever belongs 
to the magistrate in matters of religion, more 
than falls under the former distinctions, is 
extraordinary, and doth not belong to ordi- 
nary government. In extraordinary refor- 
mations the magistrate may do mucn by his 
own immediate authority, when synods have 
made defection either from the truth of doc- 
trine, or from holiness and godliness ; yet in 
such a case he ought to consult with such 
orthodox godly divines as can be had, either 
in his own or from other dominions. FesU 
Hon, disp. 30, thes. 6. 

And so much be spoken of the magistrate's 
power and duty in tnings and causes ecclesi- 
astical. As we do not deny to the magis- 
trate anything which the word of God doth 
allow him, so we dare not approve his going 
beyond the bounds and limits which God 
hath set him. And I pray God that this be 
not found to be the bottom of the contro- 
versy. Whether magistracy shall be an arbi- 
trary government, if not in civil, yet in ec- 
clesiastical things? whether the magistrate 
may do, or appoint to be done, in the matter 
of church government, admission to, or ex- 
clusion from the ordinances of Christ, what- 
ever shall seem good in his eyes ? and whe- 
ther, in purging of the church, he b ob- 
liged to follow uie rules of Scripture, and 
to consult with learned and godly ministers? 
although Erastus himself (as is before ob- 
served) and Sutlivius (a great follower of 
him), de Preshyt, cap. 8, are ashamed of, 
and do disclaim such assertions. 



CHAPTER IX. 

THAT BT THE WORD OF GOD THERE OUGHT 
TO BE ANOTHER GOVERNMENT BESIDE MA- 
GISTRACY OR CIVIL GOVERNMENT, NAMELY, 
AN ECCLESIASTICAL GOVERNMENT (PRO- 
PERLY SO called) in the hands of 

CHURCH OFFICERS. 

This question hath arisen from Mr Cole- 
man's third and fourth rule which he offered 
to the parliament, excluding all government 
of church ofiicers, ministers, and elders ; that 
is, as he expoundis himself, all corrective go- 
vernment, leaving them no power except 



what is merely doctrinal, and appropriating 
all government, properly so caUed, to the 
magistrate only. Mr llussey, following him^ 
falls in the same ditch with him. The ques- 
tion is not, Whether church officers ought to 
have any share in the civil government; 
nor whether church officers may have any 
lordly government or imperious domina- 
tion over the Lord's heritage; nor whether 
church officers may exercise an arbitrary ir- 
regular government, and rule as themselves 
list. Grod forbid. But the question plainly is, 
Whether there may not, yea^ ought not, to 
be in the church a ministerial or ecclesiastical 
government, properly so called, beside the 
civil government or magistracy. Mr Cole- 
man did, and Mr Hussey doth hold there 
ought not. I hold there ought ; and I shall 
propound for the affirmative these argu- 
ments : — 

The first argument I draw from 1 Tim. 
V. lYy 'Oi KoK&t wpoeoTuiret wpea^vrepoi^ 
" Elders that rule well." Mr Hussey, p. 8, 
asks, whether the word elder be prima or 
secunda notio. If prima nofto, Why must 
not elder women be church officers as well 
as elder men ? If secunda notio for a ruling 
officer, parliament men, kings, and all civu 
governors, are such elders. I know no use 
which that distinction of jmma and secunda 
notio hath in this place, except to let us 
know that he understands these logical terms. 
Egregiam vero laudem. He mi^t have 
saved himself the labour, for who knows 
not Jerome's distinction ? Elder is either a 
word of age or of office ; but in ecclesiastical 
use it is a word of office. Mr Hussey's first 
notion concerning elder women is no masca* 
line notion. His second notion is an anti- 
parliamentary notion ; for the honourable 
Houses of Parliament, in the first words of 
their ordinance concerning ordination of mi- 
nisters, have declared, that, by the word of 
God, a bishop and a presbyter or elder are 
all one ; for thus beginneth the ordinance : 
"Whereas the word presbyter, that is to 
say, elder, and the word bishop, do in the 
Scripture intend and signify one and the 
same function," &c. Therefore parliament 
men and civil governors cannot be the elders 
mentioned by the apostle Paul, except Mr 
Hussey make them bishops, and invest them 
with power of ordination. Besides this, if 
kings and parliament men be such elders as 
are ipentioned in this text, then the minis- 
ters of the word must have not only an 
equal share in government, but more honour 



i'^ 



. 



DIVINE ORDmANCE OV CHURCH GOVERNMENT VINDICATED. 



125 



and maintenance than kings and parliament 
men. See how well Mr Hussey pleadeth 
for Christian magistracy: It is also an anti- 
scriptural notion, for some of those elders 
that ruled well, did labour in the word and 
doctrine, as Paul tells us in the very same 
place; these, sure, are not dyil eoyemors. 
Wherefore Mr Hussey must sees a third 
notion before he hit the Apostle's meaning. 
It is not hujus loci to debate from this text 
the distinction of two sorts of elders; though 
among all the answers which ever I heard 
or read, Mr Hussey's is the weakest, p. 11> 
that by elders that labour in the word and 
doctrine, are meant those ministers whose 
excellency lies in doctrine and instruction; 
and that by elders that rule, are meant those 
that give reproof. He contradistinguisheth 
a reproving minister from a minister labour- 
ing m the word and doctrine. The very re- 
proof given by a minister will be (it seems) 
at last challenged as an act of government. 
It is as wide nrom the mark, that he will 
have the two sorts of elders to differ thus, that 
the one must govern and not preach, the 
other must preach and not govern ; not ob- 
serving that the text makes ruling to be 
common to both. The one doth both rule 
and labour in the word and doctrine ; the 
other ruleth only, and is therefore called 
ruling elder, non quia solus prcBest^sed quia 
solum prceest. But to let all these things be 
laid aside as heterogeneous to this present 
argument, the point is, here are nuers in 
the church who are no civil rulers. Yea, 
this my argument from this text was clearly 
yielded by Mr Coleman in his Maledicis, 
p. 8 : " But I will deal clearly (saith he^, 
these officers are ministers, which are insti- 
tuted not here, but elsewhere ; and these are 
the rulers here mentioned." Therefore he 
yieldeth ecclesiastical rulers (and those insti- 
tuted) distinct from magistracy ; neither is 
it a lordly but a ministerial nding of which 
our question is. " For my part (saith Mr 
Hussey) I know not how lordship and go- 
vernment doth diflfer one from another." 
Then every governor of a ship must be a 
lord ; then everv steward of a great house 
must be lord of the house. There is an 
economical or ministerial government, and 
of that we mean. 

My second argument I take from 1 Thes. 
V. 12, " And we beseech you, brethren, to 
know them which labour among you, and 
are over you in the Lord, and admonish 
you." IlfidiaTafievovs vficuv, qui prcesunt 



vobis. Hence doth Calvin conclude a church 
government distinct from civil government ;^ 
for this is a spiritual government, it is in the 
Lord ; that is, in the name of liie Lord, or 
(as otiiers) in things pertaining to God. 
Hence also Beza argueth against episcopal 
government ; because the elders in the apos- 
tolic churches did govern in common. But, 
saith Mr Hussey, p. 18. ** Pasor telleth us 
that fepoiarafAaty with a genitive case, signi- 
eth proBcedo, and then it signifieth no more 
but them that go before you, either by doc- 
trine or example." I answer first to* the 
matter, next to the force of the word. For 
the matter: certainly the wpotrraala, or rul- 
ing power of ministers, is not merely doctrinal 
or persuasive, as is manifest by 1 Tim. v. 17, 
where those who are not convinced of two 
sorts of elders, are yet fully convinced of two 
sorts of acts, the act of ruling, and the act 
of teaching. Whatsoever that text hath 
more in it, or hath not, this it hath, that 
those who labour in the word and doctrine, 
are rulers ; but they are more especially to 
be honoured for their labouring in the word 
and doctrine. Next, as to the force of the 
word : if it be true which Mr Hussey here 
saith, then the English translators that 
read, are over you, — Calvin, Beza, Bul- 
linger, Gualther, and others that here follow 
Jerome, and read prcesunt vobis, — Arias 
Montanus, who reads prcesidentes voMsj 
have not well understood the Greek. But 
if Mr Hussey would needs correct aU these 
and many more, why did he not at least 
produce some instances to show us where 
the words irpot<rrd/ieyof, or trpoearin, or 
wpoaraTfiSf or ifpoaratrla^ or vpoaraTtlay are 
used for no more but a mere going before, 
either by doctrine or example, without any 
power or authority of government. Yea, if 
this here be no more but a going before, 
either by doctrine or example, then every 
good Christian who goeth before others bv 
good example is wpoiarafievos. Neither wul 
that of the^nitive case help him ; for see 
the like, 1 Tim. ui. 4, tov ibiov otieov icaXa»s 
trpdiaraiitvovj *^ one that ruleth well his own 
house :" Mr Hussey will make it no more, 
but this, one that goeth before his own 
house, by teaching them, or by giving them 

1 Praeannt in Domino. Hoc additnm yidetnr ad 
notandnm spiritnale regimen. Tametsi enim reges 
qnoqne et magistratns Dei ordinatione prsBsnnt, 
quia tamen ecclesiae gubemationem Dominns pecn- 
lialiter Tult snam agnosci, ideo nominatim prsBesse 
in Domino dicontnr, qui Ohristi nomine et mandato 
ecclesiam gubemant. 
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good exaniple, though the very next words 
tell us there is more in it, and that is au-* 
ihontatiTe TOvemment, '' haying his chil- 
dren in BubjectioQ." So ver. 12, riirrmy 
KmXiis TpQiarAfji^fyw^ ruling their children 
well. 'Pasor is not at all against my sense, 
but for it : £»r if Mr Hussey wiU make 
Pasor to say that wpoim&ftmt with a geni<» 
tive, doth nerer signify any more bat prcB* 
cedoy then he makes him to say both that 
which is manifestly false, and in so sayinc, 
to contradict himself; for Pasor tells us u* 
so, the word s^nifieth prcesum; and for 
that he cites 1 iSm. liL 4, where it is with a 
genitiye. Sometime indeed with a genitive 
it may be turned prvBcedo^ as Paaor saith, 
but he dteth only Tit. iii. 8, where it is not 
Genitivtis ^personm (as 1 Thes. v.) but m i 
and we may also read proBstaref as Arias 
Montanus, to excel or be chief in good 
works, or to maintain^ as our books have it. 
But furthermore I shall offer for answer 
to Mr Hussey the obserration of an exceU 
lent Grecian. It is Sahnasius, de Primatu 
Popes, p. 18, 19.^ Upwrraola^ to speak pro- 
perly, is auother thing than TrfMarovratria ; 
the former signifieth a power of jurisdiction 
and government, the ktter a precedence 
or placing of one b^ore another ; although 
they are sometimes used promiscuously, and 
although trpovrarai are also nprnrotrrarau 
Yea they have the ymj names of irpMrarac 
and irpoeoT&res or wf^otarafiepoi (if you look 
to the native etymology of the woros), from 
their precedence or standing before, even as 
antisdtes quasi ante stantes^ and prcetor 
quasi prasitor: such names being diosen 
(for mdilifyinff and dulcifying of government) 
as might hold forth precedence, rather than 
highH90unding names of power and autho- 
rity. I shall add but two testimonies of an- 
cient Gredans: Plato, epis. 7, near the end: 
^H ^eydXifs icpwcritt voAfMi, rai woKKmw 
upXpv99it iXorroywK, r^ iavTo9 wckei ra 
Tuy fffAucporipttr ypiy/iara bmrifiii fii^ vara 
biKf/p : Or if he iSsA ruleth some great city, 
and such as hath the dominion over many 
smaller cities, should unjustly distribute to 

& 1st lioc nomine differt irpwrooraifia a irpo- 
vraoiay qaod hssc prassidenliam cnm potestate, sire 
pnepositarain com jnrisdictione ao ooercitione tri- 
bnat, Vfiwoaraaia yero nt in loeo qniB flit priore 
eoUooatns^ tantam effidt. Tlpotnaffiav Heflyehios 

KvSepvfitnv interpretatur gnbemationem yel ad- 
minifltrationem. £t notom qui dicerentnr proprie 
TpoaTiiTav in repnblica athenjenainm. 



his own city the means and aabstanoe of 
those lesser cities. Dionysins Areopagita, 
^ist. 8, speaking of Moses' supreme power 
ot rale and government ov^ Israel, which 
was envied by Korah and his faction, calls 
it r])v roS Xmcv Tpotrra^iay, 

WeU, Mr Huss&y will try if his logiecan 
h^p him, if his Greek cannot: ^What- 
soever this person is that is to be beloved, 
he is supposed not instituted in this place, 
the subject is supposed not handled in any 
science." The like he saith afterward, p. 
22, that we cannot prove from 1 Cor. v. 
that Paul did institute excommunication, 
but at moat that he supposed an imstitUf- 
tunu for my part, that scripture which 
supposeth an institution, shall to me prove 
an institution; for I am sure that whidi 
any scripture supposeth, must be true. And 
herein, as I take it, Mr Coleman would have 
said as I say, for in his fourth rule he proved 
the institution of magistracy from Rom. xiii. 
yet magistracy is not instituted in that ^bce, 
but supposed to be instituted. 

A tiurd argument I take from Heb. xiii. 
7, ** BememTOr them which have the rule 
over you, who have spoken unto you the 
word of God:" ver. 17, " Obey them that 
have the rule over you, and submit your- 
selves ; for they watch for your souls, as 
they that must give an account." BuUinger 
and Gualther refer this verse both to mo- 
gistracy and ministry ; and so far they are 
ours, in ^ring the rule and govBnraent 
between both, and in making obedience due 
to both. But Calvin and many others do 
better expound the text of ecclesiaistical ru- 
lers or governors only : wheteiti Sidmasius 
foUoweth the Greek scholiasts, who expound 
the text of bishops or elders who did in com- 
mon govern the church. See Walo Messed, 
p. 137) 138. That it is not spoken of dvil 
but of ecclesiastical rulers, may thus appear: 
beside that it were hard to take ifyouficvos 
in the 17th verse in another sense than it 
hath ver 7, or the rulers that watch for the 
soul, ver. 17, to be any other than the ru- 
lers that had spoken tiLe word of God, ver. 
7, it is further to be noted, that the Apostle 
speaks of such rulers as the beheving He- 
brews had at that time, as is evident by ver. 
24, ** Salute all them that have the rule 

1 Aretins Comment, in Heb. xiii 14, Primnm apos- 
tolus salntat suo nomine ipsorum praepositoi, hoc est 

iyovfiipov$<f quo nomine intelligo turn ministros, 
tum etiam seniores, qui reliquos auctoritate rege- 
kuit, et in officio detinelNuit. 
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over you, and all the saints," and those ru» 
lers did watch for their souls. But they had 
no Christian or godly magistrates that 
watched for their souls, or whom the Apos- 
tle would thus salute ¥nth the saints^ Bift 
the word is iiyovfiivwy^ saith Mr Hussey, p. 
18, which is ducwmy — ^them that lead you. 
The Apostle hath indeed chosen a word free 
of amhition ; yet, saith Beza, auetoritatia 
mcudwuBy it is a word €£ the greatest au* 
thwity. The Syriac hath the same word 
biwe, by widdx he rendereth ci/€cpvi^ffe(Sy 
1 Ckw. zii. 28 ; and if you consult the Sep- 
tuagints, the word i^ov^icroff,— except very 
rarely whm^e it signifietJi abifyoy, seu vice 
ducem (and then, to speak properly, subjec- 
tion and obedience is not due to the ^yov*- 
ftei'os), as £xod. xsiii. 23, where yet it was 
an angel that was the guide, aiul so not 
without authority, — ^they do usually and in 
innumerable places use this word to express 
one invested with power and authority of 
government ; and the same Hebrew words 
which they render by iyovfttvos and d^ov- 
yovfievoc, are likewise by them translated 
fiyep^Vf hwaomft, fia&iKtvsy oarpov^Sy ira« 

TpiapXi^f apX"»'» ^pcnyoSi erparnyosj d^X'" 
0rparnyoiy vpoordr if s and iwiararfit ; all 
whi<^ are names of superiority, command, 
and government; & fiytfiitVy the governor, is 
Pilate's highest title. Matt, xxvii. 2. And 
Erastus, lib. 5, cap. 2, p. 312, saith, the ma- 
gistrates of the Gentiles were called by the 
names of ^yc/udvcs and /SaftXeis. Now 6 
ifyovftepot and I fiy^/tiitp are the same in sig« 
nificalion. Stephen, in Thes, Lin^wB Gr, 
citeth out of Plutarch i^yov/Hcror r^ rep/ia- 
via$ ; and tells us that j^^/tf«c with a ge- 
nitive, and iiyoviMni generally is used tor 
pres^tem. *0 ^yovfA^voi is Joseph's greatest 
title, to express hisgovemment over Egypt, 
Acts vii. 10, yea, Christ himself is called 6 
fiyovfitpoi, to express his governing or rul- 
ing power wee his church, Matt. ii. 6. 
S^masius doth at ono(& sliow us, both that 
the Apostle means Uie elders of the church 
under the name j^yov^i^i^v, and that the 
same name is used for dvil magistrates, yea 
emperors See Walo Meseat p. 219, 220. 
Far be it from all the minislers of (%rist to 
arrogate or assume any such dommion as 
belongs to the civil magistrate, or to lord it 
over the Lord's inheritance. Nay, here 
that rule must take pkce, Luke xxii. 26, i 
iiyoviA€¥os &i 6 ituKBPvVy **he that is diief, as 
he that serveth." Only the Holy GhosI 
gives to ohurdi officers those names of au- 



thority which are giyen to ciyil magistrates, 
thereby to teadi we people of Gk)d their 
duty, and that there is another govemment 
beside the ciyil^ whereunto they ought to 
submit and obey in the Lord, 

Mr Hussey's next answer is that where 
our books have it, ** Obey them that have 
the rule over you ;" the word is irefOeaOe, 
which is no more but be persttaded. For 
proof whereof he tells us out of Pasor, that 
it€iOm is verbum forense, a word whereby 
the adyoeates persuade the judges ; yet we 
cannot say that the judges obey the adyo- 
cates. I answer. Let aim make of xeiO^ 
what he can, the passive, iteWofMi^ doth fre-^ 
quently signiiy I obey, or obtemper; &Nr 
which signification IL Stephanus, in the 
word wellhfiatf citeth out of jKenophon we/- 
Octftoi reis fyx^wt ; out of Plutuch, ««/- 
Oe^dui rw ie^wani ; out of Plato, irci0etf0ac 
rw 5fftf . If we coma to the Scripture phrase,. 
I am sure, in some places, wtiOttOat signi- 
fieth a thing of another nature than to be 
persuaded forensically, as James iiL 3, " Be- 
nold, we put b^ts in the horses' mouths, that 
they may obey us^" wpog to irtideodai avrou§ 
flfilv* But her^ when we speak of the obe-> 
dienoe of church members to church officers, 
it is a free, rational, willing, Christian obe« 
dience ; yet obedience it is which we owe to 
spiritual rulers, as well as diat which wb 
owe to civil magistrates. Sure Guaither 
and Bulhnger did understand rtiQtcQ^ here 
to be more than be persuaded ; for they 
apply this text to tne obedience due to 
magistrates. And Mr Hussey might have 
also observed that Pasor renders mi^ouiu 
by pareOy obedioy for which he citeth Gal. 
iii. 1, r^ eXifOtfta /ii) irefOe^iri, "not to 
obey the truth*" And dvcitfjit he renders 
inobediensy refractarius^ as B!om» i 30, y 
fNPvmi* direcAels, "disobedient to parents.'^ 
I know that m^Hf^ka k also used tor ^o be 
persuaded ,* but I verily believe Mr fius* 
sey is the first man that ever quarrelled the 
word obey m this text, and turned it to be 
no more but be persuaded^ Yet if he shall 
well observe that which fbUoweth in the very 
next words, cal vvc/ircrc, " and submit yaur«- 
selves" (wlud;^, in Tfaeophylaet's opinion, not-* 
eth here intense (^edienoe : They must not 
(mly Icirecy, yxM^ but vrc«ffc«y^ yield with 
subjeetion and st^bmission — ^this rekttetk 
to auth<»rity, nor can we say lliat the judges 
do vircineir to the advocates, nor travel'* 
lers to their guides), he himself shall be peiw 
suaded to cast away this gloss, and to s^a 
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better ; and if he will stand to it, he shall 
but do a disservice to majzistracj, whilst he 
would weaken the power of the minist^ ; for 
though there be much in the New Testa- 
ment concerning subjection or submission to 
magistrates, jet the clearest, fullest, yea (to 
mj remembrance), the only express word 
for obedience to magistrates is rci^apyclr, 
which is rightly translated in our books to 
obey magistrates; but Mr Hussey will 
make it no more but to be persuaded by 
magistrates. Yea, the very simple and 
uncompounded verb irei0etf^ac, in the fore- 
cited passages of Xenophon and Plutarch, 
is used where they speak of obedience to 
magistrates and masters. 

If this must fail him, he hath yet another 
answer: Let the word stand, saith he, as 
it is translated obey; yet it is not alway 
correlative to the command of a superior ; 
and the Holy Ghost requireth obedience 
here, not by an argument from the autho- 
rity of him that leaSeth them, but &om the 
benefit that cometh to themselves, ''for that 
is unprofitable for you." He divideth what 
the Apostle joineth ; for there are two sorts 
of arguments in the text by which the Apos- 
tle persuadeth them to this obedience : one 
is taken from the authority of the ministry, 
which is intimated both by that name of 
authority ^yov/iei^oi, and by their subordinar 
tion or submission which the Apostle calls 
for ; another, from the benefit that cometh 
to themselves by their obedience, and the 
hurt which they shall do to themselves by 
their disobedience. Both these i^guments 
are wrapt up in these words, '' For they 
watch for your souls," which is the very same 
with that, Acts xx. 28, '< To all the flock 
over the which the Holy Ghost hath made 
you overseers." The Apostle doth also per- 
suade Christians to be subject to the magis- 
trate, by an argument taken from the bene- 
fit that cometh to themselves ; Bom. xiii. 4, 
'' For he is the minister of God to thee for 
good ;" yet that doth not weaken, but rather 
strengthen, the authority of the magistrate. 

The fourth argument shall be taken from 
1 Tim. V. 19, '' Against an elder receive not 
an accusation, but before (or under) two or 
three witnesses :" which is not a temporary 
charge laid upon Timothy as an. evangelist, 
and so incompetent to ordinary ministers; 
for it is joined with the rules of pubHc re- 
bukinjg, of laying on of hands, not partaking 
of other men's sins, and such like things, 
which are of ordinary concernment. He 



is also charged to keep the commandment 
till the appearing of Christ, 1 Tim. v. 14, 
which cannot be otherwise understood than 
as spoken to him in reference to the minis- 
try. Now, what is an act of government, if 
this be not to receive accusations, and that 
against elders, and that under two or three 
witnesses ? The Apostle intendeth here the 
avoiding of these two evils ; first, upon the 
one hand, because Veritas odium parity and 
elders doing their duty faithfully, will cer- 
tainly be hated and slandered, and evil 
spoken of by some, that therefore every 
Diotrephes, prattling against a servant of 
Christ with malicious words, may not be 
able to blast his Christian reputaticHi and 
good name. Kext, upon the other part, 
because the offences and scandals of eiders 
are not to be connived at, but to be aggra- 
vated and censured more than the offences 
of others, that therefore an accusation be re- 
ceived against them, if it be under two or 
three vntnesses. Now, where accusations 
ought to be received, and that under two 
or three witnesses, and not otherwise (with 
special charge also to observe these things, 
" vnthout piurtiality, or preferring one before 
another," ver. 21), there is certainly a foren- 
sical proceeding, and a corrective jurisdiction 
or government. More of this argument in 
MaU Audisj p. 14. 

Fifthly, What is that else but a corrective 
jurisdiction ? Tit. iii. 10, *' A man that is 
an heretic, after the first and second admo- 
nition, reject," rapacrov. He speaks of a 
rejectmg of j^rsons, not of things only; and 
of^such a rejecting of persons as cannot be 
understood only of that avoiding or reject- 
ing by which every private Oinstian ought 
to observe, and avoid, and not receive £u8e 
teachers, but of a public, ministerial, or con- 
sistorial rejecting of an heretic, by cutting 
him off, or casting him out of the cnurch. 

It is a canon, de Judidis Scdesiasticis^ 
saith Tossanus upon the place. This the 
Greek will easily admit ; for Stephanus, in 
Thesauro Linguce Crr,^ tells us, that xa- 
pairio^at or irafxieroi/fiac is used for re- 
cusOy aversor^ repudio ; and citeth out of 
Plutarch, irafMicrettfOac rifv yvvaXKa : To re- 
pudiate or put away a wife. As here 
also we may read, '^ A man that is an here- 
tic, afler the first and second admonition, 
repudiate .or put away;" though the word 
reject doth also bear the same sense. And 
as the Greek will admit it, so I have these 
I reasons to confirm it, which shall suffice for 
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the present. (He that pleaseth may read 
a large discourse concerning the censure of 
heretics, in Cluudius Espencceus upon this 
place). First, The Apostle's scope is not to 
hold forth the common duties of all Chris- 
tians, except ex consequenti; but his pri- 
mary intention all along in that epistle, is to 
instruct Titus concerning the ordering and 
governing of the church, chap. i. 6. Se- 
condly, There must be a first and second 
admonition before the heretic be thus re- 
jected. This rejecting is not for his dan- 
gerous and false doctrine, simply or by 
itself considered, but for his contumacy 
and incorrigibleness. But private Christians 
ought to observe by the judgment of pri- 
vate discretion, and ought, in prudence and 
caution, to avoid all famiUar fellowship and 
conversation with a man that is an heretic, 
though he hath not yet gotten a first and 
second admonition ; Matt. vii. 15, 16, " Be- 
ware of false prophets, which come to you in 
sheep's clothing, but inwardly they are ra- 
vening wolves. Ye shall know them by their 
fruits." Thirdly, The admonition in the text 
is a public authoritative or ministerial admo- 
nition, " After that thou (Titus) hast once 
and again admonished him," saith the Sy- 
riac; therefore the rejecting must also be 
public and ministerial. Fourthly, This re- 
jecting of an heretic is the last act, when he 
appears incorrigible.^ We find before, chap. 
i. 13, " Rebuke them shai'ply ;" and chap. 
ii. 16, " Rebuke with all authority." But 
now when the Apostle saith Traprurov, reject, 
this is a higher degree, and this (much more) 
must be " with all authority," /icra watijis 
eviTayfts, which words compare with 1 Cor. 
vii. 25, where the Apostle opposeth enirayifp 
and yvdtfjLfiv, commandment^ and opinion or 
judgment. From all which it will appear, 
that this rejecting of an heretic by Titus, 
and others joined with him in the govern- 
ment of the church, was an authoritative 
and juridical act, and the judgment there- 
upon decisive, not consultative only. Fifth- 
ly, Look by what authority elders were or- 

1 Zach. Ursinus, torn. 3, p. 769, obj. 1. — Tantam 
praecipit ministri ut earn fngiat ergo non excommu- 
nicandus. Resp. — Negatur antecedens quia non vult 
de una et eadem re, vel persona, con traria judicia 
esse ant pngnantes sententias. Ergo dam valt nt 
haereticam pro everso habeat minister, non valt ut 
reliqui in ecclesia habeant eum prostante. Obj. 2. — 
Sed non jnbet excommunicari. Resp. — Jubet, quia 
Tult ilium pro everso et suopte judicio condemnato 
haberi. Ergo non est ecclesiae membrum, et alibi 
docet judicium hoc debere fieri ordinario et legi- 
timo consensu ecclesiae. 



dained, by the same authority they were for 
heresy (maintained with contumacy) reject- 
ed; for the Apostle committeth into the 
same hands the ordaining of elders and the 
rejecting of heretics, compare Tit. iii. 10, 
with Tit. i. 5. Now, the ordination was by 
the presbytery, 1 Tim. iv. 14 ; therefore so 
was the rejection. 

I conclude with the Dutch Annotations 
upon Tit. iii, 10, Reject, i.e., have no com- 
munion with him. Let him go without dis- 
puting any further with him, and casting 
the holy things before such dogs, Matt. vii. 
6. Let him not remain in the outward com- 
munion of the church. 

The sixth argument I draw from 1 Cor. 
V. 12, 13, " Do not ye judge them that are 
within? Therefore put away fi'om among 
yourselves that wicked person ;" 2 Cor. ii. 
6, " Sufficient to such a man is this punish- 
ment (or censure), which was inflicted of 
many." Here is an ecclesiastical judging, 
not by the judgment of private Christian 
discretion only (for so they judged those 
also that were without), but an authoritative 
corrective judgment, by which a scandalous 
brother, a rotten member, like to infect 
other members, is put away from among 
the people of God. And this judgment was 
made, sentence given, and censure inflicted, 
vvro Tutv irXc/ovwv, by many ; that is, not by 
all, but by the elders of that church, saith 
Walaeus, tom. 1, p. 468 ; or you may read, 
6^ the chief est; so Piscator and Heinsius 
upon the place. The sense is all one as if 
the Apostle had said, vtto tQv f)yovniviav, 
"by them that have the rule over you." Now 
what will you make of judging, putting 
away, and censuring, being acts neither of a 
civil power, nor put forth upon any except 
church members, if you make it not a cor- 
rective church government ? 

As for Mr Coleman's answer, that km- 
Ttfiia amounts to no more but an objurgation, 
I have fully confuted that in Male Audis, 
p. 12 — 14, which I will not resume. But, 
beside all I said there, I add somewhat 
which I have since observed. Zonaras, in 
Cone, Antioch,, can. 22, useth enirtfAa<rdai, 
for to be punished or censured ; and in 
Cone. Carthag,, can. 49, he calls the man 
who is under church censure, 6 evtrinrjBels, 
Balsamon, in Cone. Carthag., can. 46, calls 
him 6 €iriT€Tifirifjiivos. Both of them do 
often use hrtrifAiop for church censure, as in 
the place last cited, rh xapoviKa eiriTifita. 
Yea, the Council of Antioch, held under 

R 
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Constantius, useth Paul's word, enrifi/o, to 
express ecclesiastical censure, and an act of 
corrective government. Can. 3, it is said of 
him that receiveth a presbyter or deacon, 
being justly deposed, jcaiceivov iirtrtfiiat rvy- 
'^dveiv tiiro KOir^s avvobovm vapaXvovra rovs 
Sea/iovi TOv§ ecicXiyiriaffriicovs, ille quoque d 
communi synodo puniatur^ ut qui ecclesi^ 
astiea statuta dissolt}at. Can. 22, a bishop 
is prohibit to ordain within the charge of 
another bishop, unless that other bishop con- 
sent ; but if any presume to do such a thing, 
let the ordination be void or null, xal avrov 
einrifilas vvo r^i evvobov Tvy\av9iv, et ipse 
a synodo puniatur, and let himself be pu- 
nished by the synod. "Oirwi ro\n^oi/rac, saith 
Balsamon, how they should be punished 
who ordain without the bounds of their own 
charge, and without consent of him whose 
charge it is, may be learned from other ca- 
nons : where you see he understands kwvnpla 
to agree in signification with KoKaais^ which 
is punishment. The sixth General Council, 
can. 60, useth the verb emrifiaadai for suf- 
fering punishment, adding also by way of ex- 
planation, aicXripaytyiais xal wovoit vvo^aX- 
Xeii", to be subject to afflictions and labours. 
Seventhly, We have an argument from 
1 Cor. xxiv. 32, 33, " And the spirits of 
the prophets are subject to the prophets ; 
for God is not the author of confusion, but 
of peace, as in all churches of the saints." 
The Apostle is giving such rules and direc- 
tions concerning prophecying or interpreta- 
tion of Scripture, that upon the one hand 
there may be a liberty to all the prophets to 
prophecy, and that the church may be edified 
by the gifts of all, and that for that end one 
ought to give place to another; upon the 
other hand, that a boundless Hberty and con- 
fusion, and immunity from censure, may not 
be introduced into the church. To this latter 
branch belongs ver. 29, 32, 33, '* Let the pro- 
phets speak two or three, and let the other 
judge." He will have two, or at most three 
prophets to speak in one congregation, at 
one diet or time of assembling ; and those 
prophets, saith he, must be examined, judged, 
and censured by the other prophets :^ for the 
spirits of the prophets are subject to the 
prophets; that is, every particular prophet 
distributively, is subject to all the prophets 



1 ^gid. HunniiiB in 1 Cor. xir. 32, Paulns banc 
regalam praescribit, at spiritns prophetamm pro- 
phetis subjiciantur, id est, ut is qui prophetat, non 
dubitet, sermonem et concionem suam censursB judi- 
cioque reliquorum concionatorum subjicere. 



collectively, or to the college of prophets 
(add, and of other spiritual persons entrusted 
with the government of the church, together 
with the prophets, as from ver. 37, and Gul. 
vi. 1, is well observed by our countryman, 
Mr Dickson, upon this place). Therefore 
Walseus, tom. 1, p. 468, doth rightly collect 
from this place an authority of church go- 
vernment. Protestant writers prove hence 
the authority of general councils above the 
Pope; and that the Pope is a £alse prophet, 
because he refuseth to be subject to the pro- 
phets. Junius, in divers places, applyeth 
this text to the authority of presbyteries and 
synods. Gualther upon the place applyeth it 
against the Pope, who will judge all men, 
and be judged of no man; whereas (saith he) 
the Apostle here will have no man, now emi- 
nent soever, to be free from censure, when he 
is censurable. So then we have in this text a 
subjection, and an authority of judging and 
censuring. And this judgment, which the 
Apostle nere speaks of, is neither the judg- 
ment of the civil magistrate, nor the judg- 
ment of discretion ecMnmon to the whole 
church, but it is the judgment or censure of 
prophets, and that not schoolwise, according 
to Mr Hussey's notion of schools ; that is, by 
the prophets' disputing a man out of his 
error, and no more ; no vote, no decision, 
no result, except he that hath taught an 
error do agree to the arguments of the other 
prophets, and so all " end in a brotherly ac- 
cord," and in the " unanimous consent of the 
whole clergy" (for so doth he advise the 
Parliament), so that he shall be no more 
subject to all the prophets, than all the pro- 
phets to him. x ea, in Mr Hussey's sense 
the Pope will not refuse to be subject to a 
council of prophets, and then Protestant 
writers have been far out of their way, who 
have disputed against the Pope from this 
text, supposing it to hold forth a binding au- 
thoritative ju<^ment of the prophets, where- 
unto any one prophet is bound to be subject, 
the judgment of his private discretion being 
always reserved to him, that he give not bUnd 
obedience. 

Eighthly, I argue from Rev. ii. 14 — 20. 
The Lord Jesus reproveth the angel of the 
church in Pergamos for suffering those that 
taught the doctrine of Balaam, and the angel 
of the church in Thyatira for suffering Jeze- 
bel, which called herself a prophetess, to se- 
duce his people. The fault here reproved 
must be the neglect of church censures and 
corrective government, which is so manifest^ 
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that they who plead most for liberty of con- 
science from the magistrate, do acknowledge, 
that the angels of these churches are re- 
proved for not censuring ecclesiastically those 
that did thus seduce G^'s people. Neither 
is it said " Because thou art silent and dost 
not reprove nor convince;" but "Because 
thou hast there them that hold the doctrine 
of Balaam ;" that is, because thou dost not 
cast them out of the church, that they may not 
hurt others. So the English Annotations 
upon the place, referring us also to 1 Cor. v. 
The angel of the church was guilty in this, 
that those who had so much scandalised the 
church by their doctrine, were still in the 
church, and not yet cast out of the church. 
And who can imagine that the angels of 
those churches whom Christ himself cora- 
mendeth for holding fast his name, and for 
their love, service, faith, and patience, were 
so void either of prudence, as not to observe, 
or of zeal, as not to gainsay and confute by 
sound doctrine, those foul and scandalous 
errors 1 Certainly their sin was like that of 
Eli, they did not together with the doctrinal 
and monitory part, make use of that juris- 
diction and corrective power which God had 
put in their hands. 

Ninthly, We have another argument from ^ 
1 Thes. iii. 14, " And if any man obey not 
our word by this epistle, note that man, and 
have no company with him, that he may be 
ashamed." Here the Syriac helpeth us 
much, " And if any man obey not these 
words, which are contained in this epstle, 
let that man be separated from you, neither 
have company with him, that he may be 
ashamed." Gualther upon the place saith, 
the Apostle speaks de discipUna ecclesias' 
ticck, what discipline they ought to have in 
the church, and the end thereof. So Calvin, 
Beza, Piscator, Zanchius, Biodati, the Dutch 
Annotations^ G^marus, also Mariana, Caje- 
tan, Salmeron, Gorranus, Esthius, in lib. 4, 
sent. dist. 19, sect. 7, and divers others fol- 
lowing Augustine, Ambrose, Chiysostom, 
Theophylact, Theodoret, Aquinas, all these 
do appbp" it to ecclesiastical discipline and 
censure. Some controversy there is whether 
this text reach as far as e3:communicati(Mi 
(which doth not belong to this present armi- 
ment), biit certainly it reaeheth to a public 
church censure, and is more than the with- 
drawing of private company and fellowship, 
either because of personal or private injuries, 
or because of profaneness : For, 1. The of- 
fence spoken of by the Apostle is not a mat- 



ter of civil or personal injury, but of scandal; 
he speaks of idle bodies that v^alk disorderly, 
not working at all; and if these must be 
noted and separated, how much more, saith 
Theophylact, those who commit crimes and 
wickedness? 2. Here is contumacy added 
to the offence, " K any man obey not our 
word by this epistle," intimating that upon 
occasion of this epistle, those that walk dis- 
orderly were to be solemnly admonished, 
and required to work in quietness, and to 
eat their own bread ; which if after admoni- 
tion they would not do, then to note them. 
Aquinas clears it by 1 Sam, xv. 13, " For 
rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft, and stub- 
bornness is as iniquity and as idolatry." 
3. ^nifxttovaQe, note that man : signate (as 
Menochius rendereth it) rather than either 
significate or notate^ set a mark upon him, 
even as (saith Erasmus) we set a mark upon 
pushing oxen, that we may avoid them ; which 
agreeth well with the Syriac, " Let that man 
be separated from among you." HTjfjtetow is 
somewhat more than oiy/LcaiVw; the latter us- 
ually signifieth no more but signijlco, indico, 
signum do ; but the former is signum et nO" 
tarn imprimo, ohsigno, insignio. The Sep- 
tuagints make trrj/jtetow to answer to the He- 
brew HDJ a^d KtJ^Jj levavit, elevavit^ sus*^ 
tulit, so Psal. iv. 7, ^arjfjettjOrf €^* ffftas to 
0WS, &c., signatum est super nos; that is, 
" The light of thy countenance is lifted up 
upon us exemplarily, or bannerwise," so as 
it may be remarkable to others. The learned 
authors of the Dutch Annotations upon 2 
Thes. iii. 14, tells us that " this Greek word 
doth not properly signify to present or re- 
present one, but to note one and mark him 
out, putting some ignominy upon him, or 
outing him from an honourable congrega- 
tion, and marking or blotting out his name, 
as one unworthy of that honour." By which 
reason, as likewise by that which follows, 
they confute those who construe the word 
note with the word epistle, as if the Apostle 
had said, Note or present me such a one by 
a letter. 4. " Have no company with him." 
He speaks it to the ivraKToi that they may 
have no fellowship with the ^raicroi; he will 
have those that walk orderly and by rule, to 
have no company with those that walk dis- 
orderly. Now this concemeth the whole 
church equally, and it is spoken to the 
church ; for what reason can there be that 
some in the church should have no company 
with one because of his scandalous and dis- 
orderly walking, but the same reason vnll 



132 



Aaron's rod blossoming, or the 



make the whole church to have no company 
with him ? There may he divers civil respects 
and considerations which may make it unfit 
for some to keep famiUar civil fellowship, 
which respects and considerations do not con- 
cern others. But the avoiding of the com- 
pany of those who walk scandalously and dis- 
orderly, and that because they walk in that 
manner, and further add obstinacy to their 
sin after public admonition, must needs be- 
long to the whole church. 6. " Note that 
man, and have no company with him." He 
must first be noted, before he be avoided ; 
and both these are public ecclesiastical acts : 
for it was far from the Apostle's meaning 
that every man should be herein left to his 
liberty; he that pleaseth to note him and 
have no company with him, well and good ; 
he that pleaseth not, shall be free. But un- 
less there be an ecclesiastical judgment and 
censure passed upon such a one, every one had 
been left to his liberty. 6. " That he may 
be ashamed." This, as it is the end of church 
censures, so it will be attained in a very 
small measure, and perhaps not at all, by 
one private man's avoiding the company of 
another, which will not make the oflFender 
ashamed, abased, and humbled, but when he 
is publicly noted, and when the church avoids 
his company, that is it which most covers a 
man with shame and confiision of face. 

Tenthly, The Apostle mentioneth ecclesi- 
astical rulers, Rom. xii. 8, 6 wpdiarafjievos, 
prcefectus, or qui prceest, "he that ruleth," 
that is, the ruling elder. He is making an 
enumeration of ecclesiastical offices and ad- 
ministrations, and no other. So Calvin, 
Beza, Piscator, Martyr, Tossanus, Diodati, 
all upon the place, and Junius, Eccles. lib. 
2, cap. 1, do conceive, and the whole con- 
text and the allusion to the several ofiices 
of several members in the same body proveth 
it ; and if all the rest be ecclesiastical, why 
not the office of ruling also, which is there 
mentioned ?i For how Miould civil ruling come 
in among the ecclesiastical administrations, 
especially in those days when magistrates 

^ Mnsculus upon the place. — Habet ecclesia quae- 
libct suos prsefectos et gnbernatores, &c. Isti sunt 
seniores, &c. Calyin, ibid. — Temporis illius condi- 
tio non de quibuslibet prsefectis Faulum loqui osten- 
dlt Cquia tunc nulli erant pii magistratns), sed de 
senioribns qui morum erant censores. Tossanus, 
ibid. — Id omne ad regimen et ordinem ecclesisB et 
potestatem illam spiritualem de qua 2 Cor. x., re- 
iV-rri debet : et tribuitnr prsBsidum appellatio quos 
^^otvrafAMVt et ^^owrZre^ vocat apostolus, 1 Tim. 
v., omnibus in genere ministris et etiam senioribus 
ecclesiae. 



were not Christian? Musculus takes the 
rulers here to be elders. Gualther and 
Bullinger, though they make this text ap- 
plicable to civil rulers, yet they do not ex- 
clude church officers from ruling, but ex- 
pressly mention church governors distinct 
from civil governors, to be there compre- 
hended under 6 vpo'iiTTafieyos. Mr Hussey, 
p. 19, answering this argument, can neither 
deny what I said of Gualther and BuUin- 

§er, nor yet doth affirm that civil rulers are 
liere meant, only his reply is, that my ar- 
gument is drawn from the interpretation of 
the place, but " the disputant may not in- 
terpret (saith he), that is the answerer's 
part." This calls to mind the anabaptistical 
error, Condonatores non retinent verba 
textuSy sed interpretantur ea, id quod 
non ferendum. For which see Petrus Hin- 
kelmannus, de Anabaptismo, disp. 9, cap. 
1. My argument was drawn from the text, 
for the text rightly understood and inter- 
preted is the text. But see now what strange 
rules you may expect when Mr Hussey 
comes to school disputes: the disputant may 
not interpret, he must keep close to terms; 
if the thing be not in terminis in the text, 
it is no argument ; by which rule he will at 
one dash overthrow not only the disputa- 
' tions of Protestants against Papists, — of the 
ancient fathers against the heretics of their 
times, (for how is justification by faith onlt/y 
the number of the sacraments, the consub- 
stantiality of the Son with the Father, and 
many other most material points proved^ 
but by Scripture rightly opened, cleared, 
and interpreted ?) but also the disputations 
of the apostles, and of Jesus Christ himself, 
against the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Jews'; 
for there is nothing more ordinary with 
Christ and his apostles in their disputes for 
the truth, than to interpret Scripture, and 
give the sense of it. 

Eleventhly, Kv^fpv^<re<s, the governments 
mentioned 1 Cor. xii. 28, are not civil but 
ecclesiastical governments, as I have largely 
proved chap. 6, and shall not need here to 
repeat it ; only observe what Bullinger saith 
on the place :^ whereunto add the testimony 
of Hugo Grotius (whom I suppose our op- 
posites do not look upon an adversary) on 
Luke xii. 14. He acknowledgeth that in 
the church of Corinch, censura morum was 

1 At Gubernatores Tocayit Ambrosins qui spiritu- 
alibus retinaculis documento sunt hominibus, quales 
sunt seniores, presbyteri, et disciplinse ChristianaB 
praefecti, morum censores. 
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penes preshyterium^ the censure of men's 
manners waa in the power of the presbytery. 
This government the church of Corinth had, 
a Christian magistrate they had not. 

Twelfthly, K in the Jewish church there 
was an ecclesiastical goyernment, distinct 
from the civil, then in the Christian church 
also there ought to be an ecclesiastical go- 
vernment disdnct from the civil. But in the 
Jewish church there was an ecclesiastical go- 
vernment distinct for the civil. Therefore, 
the proposition is proved thus: There can 
be no reason given for an ecclesiastical go- 
vernment among the Jews, distinct from 
the civil, which will not hold as well and 
as strongly for an ecclesiastical government 
among Christians, distinct from the civil ; 
for we speak not now of the particulars (a 
high-priest, or the like) which were typical 
and proper to that time, but we speak of a 
church government distinct from the civil : 
look upon it under that notion, and then see 
if any reason can be given for it among them, 
which will not conclude the like among us ; 
yea much more* among us, for if the priests 
had a great influence and interest into the 
civil government of the Jews, and yet there 
was a church government distinct from the 
civil ; how much more now when ministers 
have not, neither ought to have any share in 
the civil government. The assumption hath 
been abundantly proved before in the first 
book. I will not repeat, but here note these 
scriptures: Jer. v. 31, "The priests bear 
rule." It was their office to bear rule ; it 
was their sin to support themselves in their 
ruling by the false prophets ; 1 Chron. ix. 
11, " Azariah, the ruler of the house of 
God ;" 2 Chron. xxxi. 13, " And Azariah 
the ruler of the house of Grod ;" Neh. xi. 
11," Seraiah, the ruler of the house of God." 
All the chief priests, or heads of the several 
classes or orders of priests, were called pn'w- 
cipes sanctuarii, saith Matthias Martinius, 
Lexic, PhiloL p. 3268. So 2 Chron. xxxv. 
8, "Hilkiah, and Zechariah, and Jehiel, ru- 
lers of the house^ of God ;" Acts xxiii. 6, 
"Then said Paul, I wist not, brethren, that 
he was the high-priest; for it is written. 
Thou shalt not speak evil of the ruler of thy 
people." Finally, Deut. xxxi. 28, where we 
find schoterim^ that is, officers, rulers, or 
such as were set over the charge; the LXX. 
read ypa/ifjiaToctfTaywye'iSf — Jerome, doc- 
tors : more plainly, 2 Kings xi. 18, " The 
priest appointed officers over the house of 
the Lord." 



Thirteenthly, A corrective ecclesiastical 
government in the churches of Galatia 
seemeth to be intimated. Gal. v. 12, " I 
would they were even cut off {anoKoxl/ovTai) 
which trouble you;" which many understand 
of excommunication. See Esthius, in lib. 
4, sent. dist. 19, sect. 6, 7. Also Salmeron, 
Menochius, Vasquez, Novaiinus, and fof 
ours) Beza, Diodati, Gomarus, all upon tne 
place, beside divers others. Musculus upon 
the place doth parallel this cutting off with 
delivering to Satan, 1 Cor. v. 6 ; 1 Tim. i. 
20 ; and explaineth excindantur by abalie- 
nentuVf which best suiteth to excommunica- 
tion. Certainly the words will easily admit 
this sense, or rather invite to it; for airoKowrw 
is not properly perdo, destruo, consumo, but 
amputo, abscindo, siso minuo; because that 
from which anything is cut off, is dimin- 
ished and made less; also repeUo^ abjun- 
gOy separo, abstraho. And so ciTroiroirroAiai, 
abscindor, excindor, separor, abstrahor. 
Hunters, and such as trace the vestiffies, but 
cannot find them, are said ajroKovfjyai, to 
be cut off or abstracted. Hesych^ awoKo- 
vfiyai cxri roJf i-)(v^v6pTiifv Xeyerai orav firl 
evpwtrtv. So clvokovos, abscissus, is not he 
who is cut off by death or destruction, but he 
that hath his members cut off; which seems 
to have been the ground of Augustine's mis- 
take of this text, conceiving the Apostle's widi 
to be, that those men should be made eunuchs. 
The Septuagints have sometimes vepir^fAyuy 
circumcidoy and Karafiiraw^ demitto, as sy- 
nonymous with awoKovru, Now from tne 
phrase, to the purpose of the text. That it 
is meant of excommunication, I have these 
reasons which confirm me : 1. Because, ver. 
9, " A httle leaven leaveneth the whole 
lump," are the very same words which he 
useth, 1 Cor. v. 6, where he presseth the 
excommunication of the incestuous man ; as 
there, one unclean person in life ; so here, 
some few seducers (especially that one who 
is singularly pointed at ver. 10), is meant 
by the little leaven, which was to be purged 
out, lest it should leaven the whole church. 
2. Interpreters do generally agree, that the 
Apostle here alludeth to circumcision, which 
those Judaising teachers pressed upon the 
GraJatians as necessary; wishing that they 
who would so fain have the Galatians cir- 
cumcised, were themselves cut off and cast 
out of the church as rotten members, or as 
gangrene out of the body. This allusion suit- 
eth best with excommunication. The words 
so understood will more fitly answer and 
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be parallel unto the cutting off in the law : 
^* that soul shall be cut off from among his 
people" (which I have before proved to be 
meant of excommunication), as likewise to 
that, 1 Cor. v. 14, " put away that wicked 
person from among you." 4. Other inter- 
pretations do not so well agree to the text. 
This cutting off could not be expected, nor 
any hopes had of it by the hand of justice, 
or of the magistrate, for the magistrates of 
that time were themselves troublers of the 
Christians, so far they were from cutting oflf 
those that troubled them. Those that un- 
derstand the words of an imprecation of 
eternal cutting off from God, and being ac- 
cursed from Christ, draw themselves into 
thorny questions, wherein they can hardly 
satisfy themselves or others. To understand 
it of cutting off by death, doth not well an- 
swer that fusion to circumcision, generally 
observed (as hath been said) by interpreters; 
which allusion doth intimate that it is not a 
cutting off out of the world, but a cutting off 
from the body of the churcL I would that 
they themselves were cut off, as the prcepu' 
tium, from the church, that is, cut off a con* 
sortio ecdesicB, saith Gualther. If it be said. 
Why doth he not prescribe or command 
to excommunicate them ? Why then doth 
the Apostle only wish it? To this we 
may either answer as Beza: The apostle 
Paul's authority at that time was extreme- 
ly blasted and weakened in the churches 
of Galatia ; or thus, the Apostle knew 
that as the churches of Galatia then stood 
affected (being bctwitched with the Ju- 
daising zealots, and, in a manner, moved 
away to another gospel), both churches and 
ministry were unwilling to excommunicate 
those that he means of ; for which cause he 
would not peremptorily command their ex- 
communication, renitente ecclesia, but for- 
beareth for that seaaooy wishing for better 
times. Some think that the Apostle speak- 
eth positively of excommunication, ver. 10 : 
'' He shall bear his iudgment ;" but others 
are of opinion the Apostle there speaks of 
the jjudgment of God, — which he certainly 
and positively denounces, — and that, ver. 
12, he addeth this as a distinct purpose, — 
that he could wish them also cut off from 
the church by excommunication. 

It wiU be an argument of more weight 
against Erastus's interpretation of that text, 
if we object against him thus : This cutting 
off which the Apostle wisheth to those that 
trouble the Galatians, cannot, be meant of a 



divine or miraculous judgment upon them 
such as he thinks to be meant, 1 Cor. v. 
(which place he parallels with Gal. v. 12, as 
to the punishment intended) ; for if so, why 
doth not the Apostle adjudge them posi- 
tively to be cut off or destroyed, as he did 
constitute and decree, by his apostoUcal 
power of miracles (so thinks Erastus), the 
incestuous Corinthian to be delivered to 
Satan ? To this Erastus replieth, lib. 3, 
cap. 9, Because the apostles had not power 
to work miracles quoties vellenty as onen as 
they would, nor to afflict or slay any, but 
when it seemed good in God's eyes, sed 
quando Deo visum fuit utUe^ necessarium, 
et salutare. But I ask. Was it right and 
agreeable to the will of God that the Apos- 
tle should wish their cutting off? Was it 
not profitable and necessary for the church's 
good that they should be cut off ? Where 
shall we find that the working of a miracle 
was profitable and necessary for the church's 
good, and that an apostle did desire and 
thirst after the working of that miracle, and 
yet had not power from God to work it? 
How had the false apostles insulted at this ? 
Is this the great Apostle of the Gentiles, who 
hath not power from God to work a mira- 
cle, when himself professeth he would gladly 
have it wrought ? 

Fourteenthly, That passage, 2 Cor. x. 6, 
is, by some, brought (not without very con- 
siderable reasons) for the spiritual or eccle- 
siastical censures. ^ And have in readiness," 
saith the Apostle (or as the Syriac, we are 
ready)y " to revenge all disobedience, when 
your obedience is fulfilled." Novarinus in 
2 Cor. X. 6, plerique de excommunicandi 
potestate hcec verba interpretantur. In 
this sense was the text understood a thou- 
sand year» ago by Gregory, Epist, lib. 2, 
cap. 37. The JDuteh Annotations upon the 
{^e, say that the Apostle's meaning is: 
" Of declaring the vengeance of God against 
the obstinate, and of exercising the ecclesi- 
astical bann or discipline against those who, 
professing themselves members of the con- 
gregation, do yet teach or lead unchristian 
lives or doctrine." Others also (among 
whom is Mr David Dickson) understand 
church censures to be here meant. The 
Apostle is, in that chapter, confuting the 
calumny of such as said of him. His epistles 
were weighty and powerful, and did speak 
of great things, but when he himself is bo- 
dily present, he doth but little, he at sumes 
no great authority, he is weak and almost 
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contemptible. In answer hereunto he tells 
them, " The weapons of our warfare" (speak- 
ing not only in nis own name, but in the 
name of all the ministers of Christ), though 
they be not carnal, yet " they are mighty 
through God" to conquer and captivate souU 
to the obedience of Christ. And as for the 
stubborn and unruly, we are armed with a 
power of corrective government, which shall 
be more fully executed in due time. There 
is but one of two interpretations which can, 
with any probability, seem to agree to this 
text, namely, that it is meant either of the 
extraordinary apostolical power by which 
they did miraculously punisn some offenders 
(as Peter did Ananias and Sapphira, and 
as Paul did Ely mas), or of a corrective 
church government and excommunication. 
The reasons which induce me to believe 
that the Apostle meaneth here of church 
censures, especially excommunication, and 
not of that extraordinary miraculous power, 
are these: 1. The reason added, "When 
your obedience is fulfilled," cannot suit to 
the power of working miracles (for it had 
been the more seasonable to work such mira- 
cles while the obedience of the Corinthians 
was not yet ^IfiUed. Miracles are not for 
them that believe, but for them that believe 
not, saith the same apostle), but it suits very 
well to the power of church censures; for 
as Esthius and Novarinus explain the Apos- 
tle's reason, it is in vain to excommunicate 
all such as are worthy of excommunication, 
when there is a general renitency and un- 
willingness in the ^urch, or to cut off a mem- 
ber when the same evil hath infected either 
the whole or the greatest part of the body, 
which Augustine sdso tells us in divers places. 
And this (by the way) confirms the reason 
which I gave, why the Apostle only wisheth 
those that troubled the Galatians to be cut off, 
but doth not command it, in regard of the 
present univillingness and disaffection of those 
churches. 2. We may have a great deal of 
light to this place, by comparing it with chap. 
XI. 20, 21 and xiii. 2. Many among the 
Corinthians had anned foul and scan&ous 
sins, whereof they had not repented, and for 
which thev were not censured or cast out of 
the church. The Ajpostle certifieth them, 
that if he come, he will not spare. What ? 
Was it his meaning to work a miracle upon 
every fornicator, and each other scandalous 
person in the church of Corinth? No, 
sure. Mark his words, " Now, I write to 
them which heretofore have sinned, and to 



all other, that if I come again, I will not 
spare." Who can imagine his meaning to 
be that he would work a miracle upon them 
and all other? So here, when it is said, 
" having in readiness to revenge all disobe- 
dience,^^ let it be remembered that the apos- 
tolical power of miracles was never appoint'- 
ed to be executed against all disobedience. 
Thirdly, That which the Apostle saith of 
the spiritual weapons, "Mighty, through 
God, to the pulling down of strongholds," 
&c., was not proper or peculiar to the apos- 
tles, but is rightly applied to all the minis- 
ters of the gospel ; the more hardly can it 
be supposed, that what is immediately add- 
ed, and, as it were with one breath, utter^, 
" And having in readiness to revenge all 
disobedience, is meant of the extraordinary 
apostolical power. Fourthly, Such as the 
weapons are for conquering and subduing 
souls to the obedience of Christ, such is tbe 
corrective or punitive part there spoken of. 
But the weapons for conquering are merely 
spiritual, not corporal; therefore the cor- 
rective or punitive part there spoken of is 
also spiritual, and so doth not concern the 
the inflicting of corporal punishment, such as 
Erastians understand by delivering to Satan. 
Fifteenthly, An ecclesiastical ruling power 
may be proved fi*ora 2 Cor. ii. 8, " I beseech 
you that you would confirm your love to- 
wards him." Here is a juridical power of 
loosing, and consequently of binding ; for it 
belongeth to the same power to bind and 
loose, to excommunicate and to absolve. An 
authoritative juridical loosing I prove from 
the word Kvp^aai, which properly signifieth 
the making a thing sure or firm by a deci- 
sive suffrage, authoritative judgment, or ra- 
tificatory and obligatory sentence passed upon 
it. Hen. Stephanus, in Thes, Linguce Gr., 
in the word Kvpow, saith that this text, 2 Cor. 
ii. 8, is more rightly read, Ut ratam facia- 
tis in ilium charitatem, than as the vulgar 
Latin hath it, Ut conjirmetis. The verb 
Kvpov, he expoundeth thus : Auctoritatem 
do, auctoritate mea comprobo ; vel ratum 
habeOy ratum facio, Pasor renders the 
same verb sancio, ratum facio, and citeth 
for that sense 2 Cor. ii. 6. So Erasmus like- 
wise upon the place ; so Cartwright upon the 
same place against the Khemists ; so Chem- 
nitius. Exam, Cone, Trident,, part 4; de 
Indulg, p. 63. The force of this word, 
KvpHaai, was urged against the opinion of 
Erastus in a public dispute at Heidelberg, 
the narration whereof is lefl by Ursinus in 




his Catechetical Explications. That the 
word signifieth an authoritative act, and 
supposeth a ruling power, may be thus fur- 
ther confirmed : First, who did Kvputaat 
but Kvpia cjccXijer/a? No doubt the Apos- 
tle borroweth the word from the language 
and customs of the heathen Greeks. Now 
Kvpia eKKXriffia was a fixed or set lawful as- 
sembly, which met with a judicial ruUng 
power, and ratified a thing by decisive sul- 
frages, eKvpovv to. \prjpi(TfjiaTa, See Suidas in 
the word eKKXTjuia ; Stephanus and Scapula 
in the word Kvpios ; Erasmus in 2 Cor. 
ii. 8. Arias Montanus, in the word Kvpla, 
tells us, that to the Grecians Kvpia was the 
same thing which comitia was to the La- 
tins ; therefore such assemblies had a judicial 
power, and their suffrages were Kvpiat bv^aty 
firm and ratified sentences. Secondly, Kv- 
pow Cometh from Kvpoi, whence also cometh 
Kvpios, Lordy Kvpiores, dominion, Kvpievua, to 
rule, or to have a dominion. It was long 
ago observed by Dionysius Areopagita, de 
Bivinis Nominibus, cap. 12, where, after 
he hath put into the description of Kvptorris, 
dominion, that it is dXiyOz/s Kai a/icroTrrw- 
ros (ie'^awrrjs, true and unshaken firm- 
ness, he adds this reason, hih rai icufxorijs 
n-npa rh Kvpos, Ka\ ro Kvpiov, koX to KVptevor, 
which Balthasar Corderius rendereth thus : 
Quapropter dominatio Greece a Kvpos de- 
rivato nomine, idem est quodfirmatio, fir- 
mamentum et firmum, ac firmans seu ra- 
tificans, Pa<;himeres in his Paraphrase add- 
eth, that Kvpiorris, as it signifieth e£o^o•lo, 
hath its name from Kvpos, So, then, it is 
not every confirming, certifying, or making 
sure a thing, but when a thing is made sure 
or firm, witli fulness of authority and power. 
The word Kvpos is therefore rightly rendered 
by Stephanus, Scapula, and Pasor, not only 
firmamentum rata fides, but auctoritas 
plena, full authority. Thirdly, The same 
Apostle calls a ratified testament (which ra- 
tification is by a legal and judicial authority) 
hiadfiKri KeKvpufxiyrt, Gal. iii. 15. Fourth- 
ly, The opposite verb axvpou) signifieth auc- 
toritate privo, omni imperio spolio irritum 
reddo. As aievpow noteth a privation of 
authority, so Kvpow a giving of authority or 
ratification. 

The sixteenth argument to prove a dis- 
tinct church government is this : The visible, 
political, ministerial church is the kingdom 
of Jesus Christ, and he is the Head, King, 
Judge, and Lawgiver thereof, Isa. ix. 6 ; 
Isa. xxii. 21—22 ; Psal. ii. 6 ; Luke i. 33 ; 



1 Cor. XV. 24 ; Eph. i. 21—23. Dare any 
say that the Lord Jesus shall not govern the 
Church of England, and reign over the same? 
Luke xix. 14, 27. Must he not be received 
both as Lord and as Christ ? Acts ii. 36. Now 
in the administration and government of a 
kingdom these three things are necessarily 
required, 1. Laws. 2. Officers, ministers, 
judges, courts. 3. Censures and punishments 
of offences. Which three being universally 
necessary in every kingdom, can least of all be 
wanting in the church and kingdom of Jesus 
Christ, who hath been more faithful in the 
execution of his kingly office, and hath pro- 
vided better for the government of his church, 
than ever any king or state in this world did 
for a civil government. I add, The laws, ju- 
dicatories, and censures, in the kingdom of 
Christ, must be spiritual and ecclesiastical, 
because his kingdom is not of this world, 
and his servants cannot take the sword, John 
xviii. 36. Neither are the weapons of our 
warfare carnal, but yet mighty through God, 
and in readiness to revenge all disobedience, 

2 Cor. X. 4 — 6. I do not see what can be 
answered to this argument, except any do so 
far deny the kingly office of Jesus Christ, 
as to say that the church political or minis- 
terial is not his kingdom, but only the church 
mystical ; that is, as he ruleth over our souls 
by his word and Spirit. To which purpose 
Mr Hussey, in his Flea, p. 33, denieth that 
the visible church can be called the body of 
Christ, or he their Head; and tells us that 
the government which Christ hath over the 
faithful is truly spiritual, " And of this king- 
dom (saith he) he hath indeed no officers 
but his Spirit." I reply, 1. The Scripture is 
plain that a visible, ministerial church is the 
body of Christ, Ilom. xii. 4, 6 ; 1 Cor. x. 
16, 17 ; 1 Cor. xii. 12—28. If we admit of 
a visible church and visible saints, we must 
also admit of a visible body, and a visible 
kingdom of Christ. 2. The political, minis- 
terial church, were a body without a head. 
The analogy of a pohtical head as well as of 
a natural head, agreeth to Christ ; the noXt- 
reia as well as ivipyeia : and he hath an in- 
fluence upon the church potestative as well 
as effective. 3. He executeth his propheti- 
cal office not only in teaching us inwardly by 
his Spirit, but in teaching the church out- 
wardly by his servants, the ministers of his 
word. Now, if he be a Prophet to the visible 
ministerial church, he is also a King to the 

for his offices cannot be divided ; his 
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scholars are his subjects, and whosoever re- 



ceive him as a prophet, must also receive him 
as a king. Yea, let us hear Mr Hussey him- 
self, p. 17 : " The kingdom of Christ is as 
ample as his prophecy, &c., the doctrine 
which they must teach commands, now com- 
mands have always power and authority an- 
nexed;" so that either he must say that 
Christ gives no commands to the visible 
church, or confess that the visible church is 
the visible kingdom of Christ. 4. That the 
kingdom of Christ comprehendeth the go- 
vernment and discipline of the church, I 
prove from Matt. xvi. 28, " There be some 
standing here which shall not taste of death 
till they see the Son of man coming in his 
kingdom." Where, first of all, note, Christ 
hath not only an invisible, but a visible king- 
dom. Next, this visible kingdom is not meant 
of his coming again in glory to judge the 
quick and the dead; for all that were then 
hearing Christ have tasted of death, and yet 
Christ is not come to judgment. Nor is it 
meant of Christ's transfiguration, Matt. xvii. 
for that was six days afler, Matt. xvii. 1 ; and 
if he meant that, he would not have said so 
emphatically, "There be some here that shall 
not taste of death," &c., intimating what 
was to come to pass, not after some days, 
but after some years ; as if he had said, This 
age or generation shall not pass away till 
these tmngs be fulfilled. Neither is that 
transfiguration anywhere called the kingdom 
of Grod, nor can it be properly so called, ^or, 
lastly, is the kingdom of God in that place 
meant only of the preaching of the gospel, for 
so they had seen Christ coming in his king- 
dom, Luke X. 9, 1 1 . Nor is it meant of Christ's 
working of miracles, for so likewise they had 
seen his kingdom. Matt. xii. 28. Melius 
ergo Beda et G-regorius^ quorum senten^ 
tiam nostri sequuntur, per iUud regnum 
Christi intelligunt constitutionem ecclesi- 
arum, post Christi cLscensum, saith Tossa- 
nus upon the place. Some of these to whom 
he spoke at that time lived to see Christ 
reign in the gathering and governing of 
churches. Gregor. Horn, 32, in Evang, : Et 
quia nonnulli ex discipulis usque adeo in 
corpore victuri erant ut ecclesiam Dei con^ 
structam conspicerenty et contra mundi 
hujus gloriam erectam, consolatoria prO" 
mtssione nunc dicitur: sunt quida/m de 
kinc stantibtis qui non gustabunt mortem, 
donee videant regnum I)ei. The very same 
words hath Beda on Mark ix. 1, following 
(it seems) Gregory. Grotius, on Matt. xvi. 
23, doth likewise understand the promulga- 



tion of the gospel, and the sceptre of Christ; 
that is, his mw going out of Zion, to be here 
meant. I conclude: as the church is not 
only a mystical but b. political body, so Christ 
is not only a mystical but a political head. 
But peradventure some men will be bold 
to give another answer, that the Lord Jesus 
indeed reigneth over the church, even in a 
poUtical respect, but that the administration 
and influence of this his kingly office, is in, 
by, and through the magistrate, who is su- 
preme judge, governor, and head of the 
church, under Christ. To this I answer, 
Hence it would follow, 1. That Christ's king- 
dom is " of this world, and cometh with ob- 
servation," as the kingdoms of this world do, 
which himself denieth, Luke xvii. 20 ; John 
xviii. 36. Next, it would follow, that Christ 
doth not reign nor exercise his kingly office 
in the government of his church under pa- 
gan, Turkish, or persecuting princes, but 
only under the Christian magistrate, which 
no man dare say. 

3. The civil magistrate is God's vicege- 
rent, but not Christ's ; that is, the magis- 
trate'8 power hath its rise, origination, insti- 
tution, and deputation, not from that special 
dominion which Christ exerciseth over the 
church as Mediator and Head thereof, but 
from that universal lordship and sovereignty 
which God exerciseth over all men by right 
of creation ; in so much that there had been 
(for order's sake) magistrates or superior 
powers though man had not fallen, but con- 
tinued in his innocency: and now by the law 
of nature and nations, there are magistrates 
among those who know nothing of Christ, 
and among whom Christ reigneth not as 
Mediator, though God reignem over them 
by the kingdom of power. 

4. If the magistrate be supreme head and 
governor of the church under Christ, then 
the ministers of the church are the magis- 
trate's ministers as well as Christ's, and must 
act in the magistrate's name, and as subordi- 
nate to him; and the magistrate shall be 
Christ's minister, and act in Christ's name. 

The seventeenth argument I draw from 
the institution of excommunication by Christ, 
Matt, xviii. 17, " Tell it unto the church : 
but if he neglect to hear the church, let him 
be unto thee as a heathen man and a publi- 
can." La which text, 1. AU is restricted to a 
brother, or a church member, and agreeth 
not to him who is no church member. 2. His 
trespass is here looked upon under the no- 
tion of scandal, and of that which is also like 

S 



138 



Aaron's rod blossoming, or the 



to destroy his own soul. 3. The scope is not 
civil, but spiritual — ^to gain or save nis soul. 

4. The proceedings are not without witnesses. 

5. There is a public complaint made to the 
church. 6. And that because he appears 
impenitent, after admonitions dven private- 
ly, and before two or three. 7. The church 
speaks and gives a judgment concerning him, 
which he is bound to obey. 8. If he obey not, 
then he is to be esteemed and held as a hea- 
then man and a publican. 9. And that for 
his not hearing the church, which is a public 
scandal concerning the whole church. 10. 
Being as an heathen and publican, he is 
kept back from some ordinances. 11. He 
is bound on earth by church officers, " What- 
soever ye bind," &c. 12. He is also bound 
in heaven. More of this place elsewhere. 
These hints will now serve. The Erastians 
deny that either the case, or the court, or 
the censure there mentioned, is ecclesiastical 
or spiritual. But I prove all the three. 

1. Christ speaketh of the case of scan- 
dals, not of personal or civil injuries, where- 
of he would be no judge, Luke xii. 14, and 
for which he would not permit Christians to 

§0 to law before the Roman emperor or his 
eputies, 1 Cor. vi. 1, 6, 7. But if their in- 
terpretation stand, they must grant that 
Christ giveth laws concerning civil injuries, 
and thSt he permitteth one of his disciples 
to accuse another for a civil injury before an 
unbelieving judge. Beside, Cnrist saith not. 
If he shall hear thee, thou hast from him a 
voluntary reparation of the wrong, or satis- 
faction for it (which is the end why we deal 
with one who hath done us a civil injurv) ; 
but he saith, *^ If he shall hear thee, thou 
hast gained thy brother;" intimating that 
the onending brother is told and admonished 
of his fault, only for a spiritual end, for the 
good of his soul, and for gaining him to re- 
pentance. All which proveth that our Sa- 
viour meaneth not there of private or civil 
injuries, as the Erastians suppose, but of 
scandals, of which also he hath spoken much 
before^ as appeareth by the preceding part 
of that chapter. A civil injury done by one 
brother to another is a scandal, but every 
scandal is not a civil injury. The Jews (to 
whose custom Christ doth here allude) did 
excommunicate for divers scandals which 
were not civil injuries. And Paul saith of 
a scandal which was not a civil injury, 

^' When ye sin so against the brethren," &c. 

1 Cor. viii. 12. 

2. The court is ecclesiastical, not civil ; for 



when it is said, " TeU it unto the church," 
must we not expound scripture by scriptnre, 
and not understand the word church to be 
meant of a civil court? for though the word 
€KK\iiaia is used, Acts xix. recitative^ oi a 
heathenish civil assembly, called by that 
name among those heathens, yet the penmen 
of the Holy Ghost have not made choice 
of it in any place of the New Testament, to 
express a civil court either of Jews or Chris- 
tians. So that we cannot suppose that the 
Holy Ghost, speaking so as men may under- 
stand him, would have put the word IncXqWa 
in this place to signify such a thine as no 
where else in the New Testament it is found 
to signify. Nay, this very place expound- 
eth itself, for Christ directetn his speech to 
the apostles, and in them to their successors 
in the government of the church : " What- 
soever ye shall bind," &c., and '^ if two of 
you shall agree," &c. So that the church 
which here bindeth or judgeth, is an as- 
sembly of the apostles, ministers, or elders 
of the church. 

8. The censure is spiritual, as appeareth 
by these words, '^ Let him be unto thee as an 
heathen man and a pubKcan ;" which relate to 
the excommunication from ihe church of the 
Jews, and comprehendeth not only an ex- 
clusion from pnvate fellowship and company 
(which was the condition of the publicans, 
with whom the Jews would not eat), but also 
an exclusion from the temple, sacrifices, and 
communion in the holy things, which was 
the condition of heathens, yea, of profane 
publicans too ; of which elsewhere. And fur- 
ther it appeareth by these words, " What- 
soever ye shall bind on earth," &c. The 
apostles had no power to inflict any civil 
punishment, but they had power to bind 
the soul, and to retain the sin, John xx. 23^ 
And this power of binding is not in all the 
Scripture ascribed to the civil magistrate. 

The eighteenth argument shall be drawn 
from the example of excommunication, 1 
Cor. V. 4, 6. liie Apostle writeth to the 
church of Corinth to deliver to Satan (for 
the delivery to Satan was an act of the 
church of Corinth, as the Syriac exphdneth 
it) the incestuous man, which is called a 
censure '^ inflicted by many," 2 Cor. ii. 6 ; 
that is, by the whole presbytery of the 
church of Corinth. And whereas some un- 
derstand by delivering to Satan, the putting 
forth of the extraordinary apostolical power 
to the working of a miracle upon the offen- 
der, by giving him over into the hands of Sa- 
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tan, 50 as to be bodily tormented by him, or 
to be killed or destroyed (as Erastus takes 
it), I answer, 1* It cannot be meant of death, 
for it is said that Hymeneus and Alexander 
were delivered to Satan, and to what end ? 
That they might learn not to bla^heme, 1 
Tim. i. 20, which had been too late to learn 
after death. 2. Nor is it at all meant of any 
miraculous tormenting of the body by the 
devil; for beside that it is not hkely this 
miraqle could have been wrought, Paul him^ 
self not being present to work it, it is utterly 
incredible that the Apostle would have so 
sharply rebuked the church of Corinth, for 
that a miracle was not wrought upon the 
incestuous man (it not being m their power 
to do), or that he would seek the consent of 
that church to the working of a miracle, and 
as a joint act proceeding from him and the 
church by commo^ council and deliberation, 
for where read we of any miracle wrought 
that way? Therefore, it is much more 
safe to understand by delivering to Satan 
(as Gualther hlmseli doth), excommunica- 
tion, which is a shutting out of a church 
member from the churdi, whereby Satan 
oometh to get dominion and power over him, 
for he is the god of this world, who reigneth 
at his pleasure in {uul over those who are 
not the church and people of God, 2 Cor. 
iv. 4 ; Eph. ii. 2. And if any shall be so far 
unsatisfied as not to admit this sense which 
we put upon that phrase of delivering to Sa- 
tan, yet your argument for excommunica- 
tion drawn from I Cor. v., standeth strong, 
the weight of it not being laid upon traders 
Satanoe only, but upon ver, 6, 7, H, 12, 
compared with 2 Cor. ii. 6, which undenia- 
bly prove excommunication from church fel- 
lowdiip. 

The nineteenth argument shall be drawn 
from Acts xx. 28, " Take hped therefore 
unto yourselves, and to all the flock over 
which the Holy Ghost hath made you over- 
seers," ewoKQirifvfy comp8x«ed with 1 Peter v, 
2, 3, '^ Feed the flock (h' God which is among 
you, takinff the oversight thereof," eviaxo^ 
rot/iTf f , Which texts, as they bold forth a bi- 
shop and a presbyter to be one and the same, 
jure divino, so they hold forth the ruling 
power of presbyters or elders. 

rirst, Because otherwise the simile (so 
much made use o£ in these scriptures) of 
overseeing the flock (m^itioned and joined 
together with the feeding thereof), will fall 
short in a main and most material point; 
for the overseers of flocks do not only make 



them to lie down in green pastures, and lead 
them beside the still waters, but they have 
also rods and staves for ruling the flocks, 
and for correcting and reducing the wander- 
ing sheep, which will not be brought home 
by tbe voice of the shepherd, Psal. xxiii. 2, 
4. The pastoral rod there mentioned by 
David is corrective ; as Clemens Alexandri- 
nus, PcBdag.y hb. 1, cap. 7, who doth also 
parallel it with that text, 1 Cor. iv., " Shall 
I come unto you with a rod ?" 

Secondly, Paul requireth the elders of the 
church of Ephesus to take heed unto, and to 
oversee the whole flock, whidi did consist of 
more than did, or could, then meet together 
oixlinarily in one place for the wonSip of 
God, as appeareth by the church in the 
house of Aquila and Priscilla (whidi was 
one, but not the only one churcn assembly 
at Ephesus), by the great and wonderM 
increase of the gospel at Ephesus, and such 
other arguments which I do but point at, 
the full debate of them not being my 
present work. Peter also, writini? to the 
lurches of the atrangera in severalproTmces, 
calls them the fiockj not flocks, and com- 
mends unto the elders the feeding and 
oversight of that flock. Now, what is it 
that can denominate many particular visible 
churches or con^egations to be one visible 
ministerial flock or church, unless it be their 
union and association under one eodesiafiti- 
cal government? No doubt they had the 
administration of the word and sacraments 
partitive Of severally; nor do I d^y but 
they had a partitive several government; 
but there was also an union or association of 
them u|ider one common government, which 
did denominate them to be one visible eccle- 
siastical flock. 

Thirdly, The very naone given to the 
elders of the church, kviatowot^ is a name of 
authority, rule, wd government, especially 
in the Christian and ecclesiastical use of the 
word. H. Stephanus, in Thee. Ling. Gr^ 
in the word eir<V«oiroc, saith that the elders 
of the church were called eir/mrcnroc, seu eir- 
iorarai nal etroarrac roD irocfir/ev, to wit, 
saith he, those qui verba et gvibemationi 
prcaeranU Wh^?e he tells us, also, that the 
magistrate or. praetor, who was sent with a 
juridical power into those towns which were 
under the power of the Athenians, was tailed 
by the name of iwiaKotros, The Septua- 
gints use the word, Nehem. xi. 9, ** Joel, 
the son of Zichri, was their overseer (eiriV- 
KiOTToi er atfTws) ; and Judah, the son of 



1 ■■■ ,! 



140 



Aaron's bod blossoming, ob the 



Zenuah, was second over the city." He 
that had bat the second place was a ruler, 
how much more he that was in the first 
place ? Ito, here, the head and chief ruler 
of the Benjamites called bj the name of 
MoKoitfu. So Num; xxxi. 14 ; 2 Kinss 
xi. 15, the chief officers of the host, the 
captains over thousands, and captains over 
hundreds, are called bj the Septuagints Mo' 
Koiroi r It bwafiewi. The same Hebrew words 
which they render by ewiffKowotf they render 
in other places hjivior&rtis^ prcefeetus, wpoa' 
T arris, antisteSfTorapxtit^prceposituSf dp^t^y, 
princeps. Yea, the name of Grod ^^ they 
render by this word. Job xx. 29, ** This is 
the portion of a wicked man from God, and 
the heritage appointed unto him by God." 
Ilapa Tov iwiffkonoVf saith the Greek, by the 
overseer (even as the same name of bishop 
is given to Christ, 1 Pet. ii. 25). Conradns 
Kirchems, in the word pakad, tells us also 
that. Gen. xliv. 34, '' Let Pharaoh do this, 
and let him appoint officers over the land," 
where the LaX. read rorapxat, the Greek 
Scholia, which he useth to cite, hath ^mo' 

KOWOVS* 

Fourthly, Peter addeth, ''not as being 
lords," or over-ruling, Koraicvpievovret, that 
we might understand he condemneth the 
ruling power of the lord bishop, not of the 
Lord s bishop; of episcopus dominus, not 
of episeopus Vomint. Just as, EzeL xxxiv. 
4, the shepherds of Israel are reproved for 
lording it over the flock, *• With force and 
with cruelty have ye ruled them." It was 
their duty to rule them, but it was their sin 
to rule them with force and with cruelty. 

The twentieth argument I take from 1 
Cor. iv. 1, 2, '* Let a man so account of us, 
as of the ministers of Christ, and stewards 
of the mysteries of God. Moreover, it is 
required in stewards, that a man be found 
faithful." And Tit. i. 7, a bishop is " the 
steward of Grod," ^ov oUovdfAot. This 
name doth exclude lordship and dominion, 
but withal it noteth a mmisterial rule or 
government, as in the proper, so in the me- 
taphorical signification : oUopofios is a name 
divers times ^ven by Aristotle, in his Foli- 
ticjf, to the civil magistrate. The Septua- 
gints have olKop6fioi as synonymous with 
orparriyoi, oarpAvatt Tovapxm : Esth. viii. 
9, '* To the lieutenants and the deputies." 
The LXX. thus. Tots ohovoftots xal rois 
&PX0V9U The Holy Ghost, by the same 
word, expresseth government, Gul. iv. 2, 
hiro imrponovs iari ical otKorofiovSf ''isimder 



tutors and governors." Bom. xvi. 23, Eras- 
tus is called 6 oUoyofios rfls iroXtws, Theo- 
phylact thinks he was governor of the city ; 
Erasmus, that he was prcefeetus cerarioj 
town-treasurer. The English translators call 
him *' the chamberlain of the city." Yea, 
setting aside the metaphorical signification 
of this name, often usea for a name of rule, 
the very literal and native signification of 
the word will serve to strengthen this argu- 
ment in hand. Ministers are ohopdfioi, that 
is, house-stewards, or over the house. But 
what house ? Aristotle, at the beginning of 
the second book of his (Economies, distin- 
guisheth a fourfold economy, QaaiKuii, aa^ 
rpawtieif, iroXiriKf), Ibiwriicfi : kingly, noble, 
civil, private. The ministers of Christ are 
oUovo/AOi of the first sort. They are stewards 
in the house of the Great ELing. He that is 
steward in a king's house, must needs have 
a ruling power m the house ; 1 Kings iv. 
6, Abishar was over Solomon's household ; 
1 Kings xviii. 3, " And Ahab called Obadiah, 
which was the governor of his house;" 2 
Kings xviii. 18, ^' Eliakim, which was over 
the household;" in all which places the LXX. 
have oUoyofAos. 1 hold, therefore, with Peter 
Martyr upon 1 Cor. iv. 1, that ministers 
being, by their calling luid office, stewards 
in the house of Grod, ought to cast out pro- 
fane impure persons out of the house, and 
receive them again upon their repentance.^ 
And why are they caUed " stewards of the 
mysteries of God ?" Surely the sacraments 
are part (and a chief part) of those myste- 
ries, and Christ hath made his ministers 
(not the civil mamstrates) stewards of these 
mysteries, to receive unto, or to exclude from 
the sacraments ; and as they may not keep 
back any of the children of the house, so 
they may not suffer dogs to eat at the chil- 
dren's table. 

The one-and-twentieth argument, which 
shall datidere agmen, shall oe drawn from 
Acts XV., where we find an ecclesiastical 
assembly or synod of the apostles, elders, 
and other choice brethren, such as Judas 
and Silas. These did so assemble them- 
selves, and proceed with authority in a busi- 
ness highly concerning the truth of the gos- 
pel. Christian liberty, the healing of scandaJ, 
and the preserving of peace in the church, 
as that it is mani^t they had and executed 
a power of government distinct from magis- 

1 Curabit demqne (ceconomns) nt impiiros et per- 
dite yiyentis a famUla exclndat, eosdemqne si pceni- 
tentiam egerint, mrsus in earn recipiat. 
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tracy. Mr Selden, de Jure Natur. et Gent, 
lib. 7, cap. 12, hath sufficiently expressed 
that which is the ground of mj present argu- 
ment, and I rather choose to speak it in iiis 
words than in my own : " Now, a dispute 
being had of this thing at Antioch, Paul and 
Barnabas (who having used many arguments 
against that Pharisaical opinion, yet could 
not end the controversy) are sent to Jerusa- 
lem, that there the thing might be deter- 
mined by the apostles and elders. It is 
agitated in a synod. In it it is determined 
by the apostles and elders, that the Gentiles 
who had given their names to Christ, are 
not indeed bound by the law of Moses or of 
the Hebrews, as it is Mosaical and pre- 
scribed to the church or commonwealtn of 
the Jews, but that they ought to enjoy their 
Christian liberty. *' And so much for that 
which the synod loosed them from. But 
what doth the synod bind upon them ? The 
synod doth also impose certain things, name- 
ly, abstinence from fornication, and from 
things offered to idols, and from blood, and 
things strangled, '* ut qvm necessario ob- 

SERVANDA, EX AUTHORITATS STNODI, Saith Mr 

Selden, being suck as were necessarily^ to 
be observed, in regard of the authority 
of the synod, by uiose who, giving their 
names to the Christian reli^on, should live 
with the Jews (thev also givmg their names 
to the Christian religion), and so enter into 
religious fellowship with l^em." I shall add 
two other testimonies of Mr Prynne's. The 
first I shall take out of his Twelve Consider^ 
able Serious Questions concerning Church 
Grovemmenty p. 5, where, arguing against 
the independencv of particular congregations, 
he asks, *^ Whether the synodal assembly of 
the apostles, elders, and brethren at Je- 
rusalem, Acts XV., who made and sent 
binding decrees to the churches of the 
Gentiles in Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia, 
and other churches," be not an apparent 
subversion of Independency ? So tliat, by 
Mr Prynne's confession, the Scripture holds 
forth other governors or rulers in the church 
beside magistrates, and the authority of these 
other governors to be such, as to make and 
send to the churches binding decrees in 
things and causes ecclesiastical. Another 
testimony I take from his Independency 
Examined, p. 10, 11, where he argueth 
against the Independents, and proveth from 
Acts XV., the authority of ordinary ecclesi- 
astical synods; bringing also six argumenta 
to prove that the apostles did not there act 





in their extraordinary apostolical capacity, 
or as act«d by a spirit of infallibility, but in 
their ordinary capacity. Thereafter he con- 
cludeth thus : " Therefore their assembling 
in this council, not in their extraordinary 
capacity as apostles only, but as elders, min- 
isters, and the elders', brethren's, sitting to- 
gether in council with them upon this contro- 
versy and occasion, is an undeniable Scrip- 
ture authority for the lawfulness, use of par- 
liaments, councils, synods, under the gospel, 
upon all like necessary occasions ; and for 
their power to determine controversies of 
religion, to make canons in things necessary 
for the churches peace and government.^^ 

Lo, here Mr Prynne gives us an undenia- 
ble Scripture authority for a diatactic govern- 
ing power in the church, distinct from ma- 
gistracy. How he will draw from Acts xv. 
the use of parliaments or their authority, I 
do not imagine ; it is enough for my argu- 
ment that lie acknowledgeth this scripture 
to warrant synods of ministers and elders, 
and the power of these synods to be not only 
consultive, but conclttsive, decisive, and o&- 
ligatory ; for this (I suppose) he means by 
the power to determine controversies, and 
to make canons for the church's peace and 
government ; else he had concluded nothing 
against the Independents, who yield a con- 
sultive synodical power. 

If any shall yet desire to be more par- 
ticularly satisfied conceminfir the strenirth 
of my present ailment fiSm Acts xv.f I 
will make it out from these particulars fol- 
lowing. 

First, Here is a power and authority to 
assemble synodically, and it is an intrinsical 
power within the church itself, not adventi- 
tious or extrinsical from the magistrate. 
Whence the soundest Protestant writers 
prove, that though the civil magistrate hath 
a power of convocating synods, and he ought 
to do it when the church's necessity or 
danger doth call for such a remedy; yet 
this power of his is positive, not privative, 
cumulative, not destructive. And that " if 
the magistrate be an enemy and persecutor 
of the cnurch and of true religion, or cease 
to do his duty, that is, to wit, in a manifest 
danger of the church, the church notwith- 
standing ought not to be wanting to herself, 
but ou^t to use the right and authority of 
convocation, which first and foremost re- 
maineth with the rulers of the church ; as 
may be seen. Acts xv." So say the Pro- 
I fessors of Leyden, in Synops. purior. TheoL 
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disp. 49, thes. 24, beside divers othen wliom 
I might here cite, but that is not now my 
business. 

Secondly, Beside the public debate and 
deliberation, the synod did also choose and 
send certain delegates or commissioners to 
Antioch, and wrote by them a synodical 
epistle to the churches in Antioch, Syria, 
and Cilicia. I believe such synodical acts of 
sending commissbners and letters to the 
churches in other nations or provinces, 
should now be looked upon as acts of go* 
vemment, if done without the leave of the 
magistrate, as then Judas and Silas were 
sent. 

Thirdly, That synod did exercise and 
make use of a threefold ecclesiastical power, 
for remedy of a threefold ecclesiastical dis<- 
ease. 1. They purge out the leaven of false 
doctrine and heresy, by deciding and deter- 
mining ih&t great controversy, whether cir* 
cumcision and the keeping of the ceremonial 
law of Moses were necessary to salvation : 
thev hold forth and declare to the churches 
the negative ; and this they do by the doo' 
matte power. 2. There was a great scan<ud 
taken by the believing Jews (then not fully 
instructed and persuaded concerning the ab« 
rogation of the ceremonial law by tne death 
of Christ), who were so far stumbled and of- 
fended at the believing Gentiles, for their 
eating of things sacrificed to idols, and of 
blood, and things strangled, that they could 
not freely nor contentedly converse, com- 
pany, and eat together with the Gentiles. 
For remedy whereof, the synod doth require 
(in regard of the law of love, edification, 
peace, and avoiding of scandal) that the 
GentUes should abstain from those things, 
as also from fornication (which for what 
cause it is added, I do not now dispute) ; and 
this they do by the diataotic power. 3, 
There was a arams, a schism, dissention, 
and rent made in the church by the Judais- 
ing teachers, ver. 2, who clothed themselves 
with a pretended authority and warrant 
from the apostles and elders at Jerusalem, 
and thereupon got the more following, and 
drew away the more disciples after them. 
For remedy hereof, the synod stigmatiseth 
and brandeth those men, by dedanng them 
to be liars, Iroublers of the church, and sub- 
verters of souls, ver. 24 ; and this they do 
by the critic power, or authority of censures. 

Fourthly, The decree and canon of the 
synod, which is made, imposed, emitted and 
promulgate, is authoritative, decisive, and 






binding; Acts xv. 28, " For it seemeth good 
to the Holy Ghost, and (here the Arabic 
repeateth it seemeth good) to us, to lay upon 
you no greater burden than these necessary 
things ; that ye abstain, &c." If it be said 
that this was but a doctrinal advice, ^ It 
seemed good," &c., I answer, Josephus 
AtUiq. Jud. lib. 4, cap. 8, speaking of the 
decree of the supreme sanhedrim (which he 
that disobeyed was to be put to death), calls 
it TO toijovvf that which seemeth good : so 
likewise in this place, the word ihoif, is 
not meant of an opinion only, for an opinion 
(as schoolmen define it) is properly such a 
judgment of or assent to a thing, as is evi- 
dent and firm, but not certain ; so that opin- 
ion cannot be ascribed to the Holy Ghost ; 
it is therefore here a word of authority and 
decree, as Mr Leigh, in his Critica Sacra 
at the word boxi^, noteth out of Chemni- 
tius : in which sense the Grecians frequently 
use it. So Stephanus, out of Demosthenes, 
btboxj^i ri^ fioyXfti it is decreed by the 
senate : and Budseus out of Plato, biboKrai 
fioi KarOayelv, it is certainly appointed to 
die. Observe also the word iifirt^trOat, 
and /3<i^ff, imposing and burden. They 
do impose some burden, only they are care- 
ful to impose no burden except in necessary 
things : Acts xvi. 4, " And as they went 
through the cities they delivered them 
ret bdy^nra ra KeKpifAtva, the decrees that 
were ordained of the apostles and elders 
which were at Jerusalem." And here I 
cannot pass the observation of that gentle- 
man who hath taken so good pains m the 
original tongues, Mr Leigh, in his Critica 
Sacra of the New Testament, on the word 
boyfia : " Wheresoever boyfia is found in 
the New Testament, it is put for decrees or 
laws, as Luke ii. 1 ; Acts xvii. 7, it is put 
for the decrees of CsBsar ; and £ph. ii. 15 ; 
Col. ii. 14, for the ceremonial laws of Moses, 
and so frequently by the LXX. in the Old 
Testament for decrees ; as Dan. ii. 13 ; iii. 
10, 29 ; iv, 6 ; for laws, Dan. vi. 8." Ccete-^ 
rum, saith Erasmus upon Acts xvi. 4, dog^ 
mata Grceea vox est, significans et ipsa 
decreta sive placita, non doctrinam ut 
vulgus existimat. And whereas some have 
objected, that boyfjtaH^v and boyfiari^ofiai 
are used onlv in reference to a doctrinal 
power, as Col. ii. 20, boyfiari^eoOai, I an- 
swer, Budssus expounds boyfiaHl^ta to be 
decemo, and Col. li. 20, boyfiaHZe^tkn, the 
Syriac makes it judicamini ; Erasmus and 
BuUinger, decretis tenemini ; Stephanus, 



DIVINE ORDINANCE OP CHURCH GOVERNMENT VINDICATED. 



143 



Beza, and Guaither, ritibus oneramini; the 
English translators, ** Are ye subject to or* 
dinaoces V* This subjection was not onlj to 
doctrines, but to commcmdments, ver. 22^ 
'^ aftw the commandments and doctrines of 
men ;" and these commandments (though 
in deed and truth the commandments of men 
only at that time) were imposed as the com- 
mandments of God, and as ceremonial laws 
by MoseSk The vulgar Latin hath decemi^ 
tis, and TertuUian readeth Sententiam fer* 
tis; both of them (it seemeth) having read 
boytAarii€T€ : however they understand the 
power rdated unto to be more than doctrinal. 

I conclude, that bdyfuwa^ Acts xvi. 4, 
must be more than doctrinal declarations^ 
and that it is meant of binding decrees (that 
I may use Mr Prynne's phrase), especially 
when joined with KOKpifiiva vwo tStw axo*- 
9ToKo¥ Kal rSiv wpe&€wf€ftwv^ there was a 
judgment passed and given upon the making 
and sending of those doy^ara, not the judg- 
ment of one or two, but the judgment of 
the apostles and elders synodicalfy assem- 
bled. So Acts 3cxi. 25, James iuid the el- 
ders, speaking of that synodical judgment^ 
say, " We have written and concluded tiiat 
they observe no such thing," &c. 

These four considerations being laid to-^ 
gether, concerning an intrinsical ecclesias- 
tical power of assembling together synodi- 
cally ; of choosing and sending commission- 
ers with a synodical epistle to the diurches 
in other paHs ; of providmg effectual and 
necessary remedies both for heresies, scan- 
dais and schisms, arising in the church ; of 
making and imposing binding decrees on the 
churches, will infallibly prove from Scrip- 
ture authority another government in the 
church beside magistracy. 

I might here add other arguments, but so 
much for this time. 



CHAPTER X. 

SOME OBJECTIONS AGAINST ECCLESIASTICAL 
GOVERNMENT AND DISCIPLINE ANSWERED. 

Ohj, 1. Mr Hussey, in his epistle to my- 
self, objecteth thus,—" What will your cen- 
sure do? it will shame a few wnores and 
knaves ; a great matter to ^ame them the 
law of nature shameth." 

All this m terminis might have been as 
justly objected against the Apostle Paul, 



when he wrote to the Corinthians to put 
away £rom among themselves the mcestuous 
man. What will your censure do, Paul ? a 
great matter to shame one whom the law of 
nature shameth. The Lord save me from 
that reUgion which will not shame whores 
and thieves, and all other whom the law of 
nature shameth, and that in a church way 
(as well as civilly) if any such member fall 
into such impiety : yet this is not all. All 
orthodox writers that write of church ceu" 
sures, will tell him, that scandals, either of 
doctrine or life, either against the first or 
second table, fall under ecclesiastical cogni- 
sance and censure. 

Ohj. % He aimieth thus, iJbid^ " Sure 
in the day of our Lord there will be as good 
a return of the word preached, as of the cen«> 
sure*" And in his Plea^ ?•!>** I^ *^© word 
be able to make the man of God perfect, 
then nothing is wanting to him, ferfectum 
cut nihU deest ; and it is a wonder how that 
conscience should be wrought upon by hu- 
man authority, with whom divine cannot 
prevail." 

Ans. 1. This also he might as well have 
objected against the Apostle Paul, who did 
require the Corinthians to put away from 
among them the incestuous man, and Titus 
to reject an heretic after once or twice ad- 
monishing of him. 2. He might object the 
same thing against magistracy. Shsdl there 
not be a better account of the word preached 
than of magistracy? and if the word be able 
to make the man of God perfect, there is 
no need of magistracy ; perfectum est cui 
nihil deest. Surely many Erastian argu- 
ments do wound civil as wdl as ecclesiastical 
government. 3. Church censures are not acts 
of human authority, fer they are di^ensed 
in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, and 
(if elavs non err ante) are ratified in heaven. 
4. Discipline is no addition to that W(»d 
which is able to make the man of God per^- 
feet, for it is one of the directicAs of the 
word. 6. The comparison which some make 
between the efiicacy of the word preacl^, 
and the efficacy of church discipline, as to 
the point of converting and winning souls, is 
a mere fallacy ah ignoratione elenchi ; for 
church discipline is not intended as a con- 
verting, light-giving, or life-giving ordinanoei 
" Faith comes by hearing, and nearing by 
the word of God ;" and the word is " the 
power of God for salvation to everyone that 
believeth ;" but ecclesiastical discipline hatk 
a necessary use, though it hath not that use. 
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Discipline and censures in the church are in- 
tended, 1. For the glory of God, that his 
name may not he blasphemed, nor the doc- 
trine of the gospel reproached, by occasion of 
uncensured scandals in the church. 2. For 
keeping the ordinances of Christ from profan- 
ation and pollution, that signa graticB divincB, 
the signs of Grod's favour and grace, and the 
seals of his covenant, may be denied to un- 
worthy scandalous persons* 3. For preserv- 
ing the church from the infection of bad and 
scandalous examples, it is fit to put a black 
mark upon them, and to put away the wick- 
ed person, as the Apostle saith ; for a rotten 
member if it be not cut off, and a scabbed 
sheep, if not separated from the flock, may 
infest the rest. 4. For the good also of the 
offender himself, '^ that he may be ashamed," 
and humbled, 2 Thes. iii. 14 ; 2 Cor. ii. 7. 
This afflicting of the sinner with shame and 
sorrow, may, and shall, by the blessing of 
God, be a means to the destruction oi the 
flesh, 1 Cor. v. 5 ; that is, to tame and mor- 
tify his lusts, and so far removere prohibens, 
that he may be the better wrought upon by 
the word. I conclude: Church government 
being instituted by Christ, and having a ne- 
cessary use in the church, the Erastians gain 
nothing by comparing it with the word ; be- 
cause it is not so necessary as the word; 
therefore it is not necessary at all. Or, be- 
cause it is not efficacious in the same manner 
as the word is, therefore it is not efficacious 
at all. The Apostle saith, *' Christ sent me 
not to baptize but to preach the gospel," 1 
Cor. i. 17. What if he had said, " Christ sent 
me not to rule but to preach the gospel ?" 
Then had the Erastians triumphed. Yet 
this expression could not have proved that 
church government is not an ordinance of 
Christ, more than that can prove that bap- 
tism is not an ordinance of Christ. A nega- 
tive in the comparative, will not infer a ne- 
gative in the positive. 

Obj. 3. " 1 could never yet see (said Mr 
ColemanJ how two co-ordinate governments, 
exempt from superiority and iiueriority, can 
be in one state." 

Against this I instanced in the co-ordin- 
ate governments of a general and an admi- 
ral, of a master and a father, of a captain 
and a master in one ship. Mr Hussey, find- 
ing he cannot make good Mr Coleman's 
word, tells me, p. 7| that he meaneth two 
supreme co-ordinate governments. Where 
first he loseth ground, and tacitly yieldeth 
that church government and civU govern- 



ment, distinct from each other, do weU con- 
sist, as long as they are not supreme, but as 
two armies under one head. No inconsis- 
tency, therefore, of congregational and clas- 
sical elderships, and of provincial assemblies, 
with the subordinate magistrates and civil 
courts in cities and counties. Next, we shall 
find also in Scripture two co-ordinate su- 
preme governments, for the civil and eccle- 
siastical sanhedrim of the Jews were both 
supreme and co-ordinate, and there was no 
appeal from the sentence of either; as is 
evident by that disjunctive law, Deut. xvii. 
12, *' And the man that will do presump- 
tuously, and will not hearken unto the priest 
(that is to the priests, ver. 9), or unto the 
judge (that is, the assembly or court of 
judges, as I have cleared elsewhere), even 
that man shall die." But I have aJso an- 
swered more fully this objection concerning 
co-ordination, chap. 8. 

Obj, 4. Ministers have other work to do, 
and such as will take up the whole man. 
'* To this argument (saith Mr Hussey, p. 8) 
Mr Gillespie maketh no answer at all, though 
St Paul useth the very same argument to 
discharge the preachers from the oversight 
of the poor, Acts vi. 2, God forbid we should 
leave tne care of the word of God, and serve 
at tables." It will not be unseasonable to 
mind both him and Mr Prynne, that the 
canonized names, by them used stylo Ro^ 
mano, St Paul, St Matthew, St Mark, &;c., 
ought to be laid aside, except they will use 
it of all saints. And why not as well St Mo- 
ses, and St Aaron (whom the Psalmist calls 
the " Sainte of the Lord) ?" Or why not St 
Aquila, St Apollos, St Epaphras? &c. Me- 
thinks men professing reformation ought not 
to satisfy themselves in using this ^rm of 
speech only of such as have been canonized 
at Home, and enrolled saints in the Pope's 
calender. And as strange it is that Mr Hus- 
sey makes Paul to act m the business. Acts 
vi., before he was either saint or apostle. 
Now to the argument. I did answer at 
first (though Mr Hussey is pleased not to 
take notice of it), p. 36, that where Mr 
Coleman objected, ministers have other work 
to do, he might as well have added, that 
when ministers have done that other work, 
and all that ever they can, yet without the 
power of church government, they shall not 
Keep themselves nor the ordinances from pol- 
lution ; that is, church government is a part of 
their work, and a necessary part, which hath 
been proved. I thought it enough to touch 
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an answer where an objection was but touch- 
ed ; another objection m that very place be- 
ing more insisted on (and with mo^ colour 
of reason) concerning the fear of an ambi- 
tious enactment. 

And for the objection now in hand, Mr 
Hussey hath made it no whit stronger by 
his instance from Acts vi. For, 1. The apos- 
tles did not wholly lay aside the care of the 
poor. Sure Paul (ailerward an apostle) took 
great care of the poor at divers times, and 
in divers places, as himself recordeth ; but 
such taking care of the poor as did distract 
and hinder them from the main work of 
preaching the gospel, this was it which they 
declined; and in that respect the work of 
baptizing also did give place to the work of 
preaching, 1 Cor. i. 17. Likewise the work 
of discipline must be so ordered, as may not 
hinder the principal work of preaching the 
gospel; which is very possible, yea proba- 
turn est; for where church government is 
exercised, there are as painM preachers as 
any in the world, and such as neglect none 
of their other work. 2. To take special and 
particular care of the poor, did belong, by 
Christ's institution ^whose mind was no doubt 
known to the apostles), to the office of dea- 
cons, and for that reason the ministers of 
the word ought in like manner to be relieved 
of that burden by deacons: but church go- 
vernment doth belong to the elders of tne 
church, of whom some labour both in doc- 
trine and government, others in government 
only. 

But neither must the argument go so, I 
have another thing: to ask: What is that other 
work which will take up the whole man ? 
Mr Hussey, p. 12, expounds Mr Coleman's 
meaning, ** That the preaching of the gospel 
would take up the whole man, especisQly in 
our time : our knowledge of the Scriptures 
is to be acquired by ordinary means," &c. 
And in his Epistle to the Parliament he 
saith, "I found the minister charged only 
with preaching and baptizing, which being 
performed with such zeal and diligence as is 
needful, is abundantly a sufficient employ- 
ment." And so he takes off the minister 
not only from government, but from visiting 
particular famines, especially the sick; from 
catechising and examining those who are to 
be admitted to the Lord's supper, from the 
celebration of the Lord's supper itself, to say 
nothing of the solemnisation of marriage, 
yea, from disputations in schools concerning 
the controversies of the time, which yet him- 



self so much calls for. And why? The min- 
ister hath other work to do, and such as will 
take up the whole man, which is to preach 
and baptize. 

6. Obj. If acts of government be put in 
the hands of church officers, there is fear of 
an ambitious ensnarem^nt, which Mr Cole- 
man proved by an arguing from his own 
heart to the hearts of outer men. '' Mr Gil- 
lespie's answer to the matter of ambition 
(saith Mr Hussey, p. 10), is only by involving 
the civil magistrate in the same danger m 
ambition." And here he falleth out mto a 
concertation, professedly with my answer, but 
really with Mr Coleman's answer ; for the 
foundation of his argrument was universal. 
" Might I measure otliers by myself, and I 
know not why I may not (God fashioneth 
men's hearts alike, and as in water face, an- 
swers to face, so the heart of man to man)," 
&c. Hereupon I replied, " Is this corrup- 
tion only in the hearts of ministers, or is it 
in the hearts of all other men ? I suppose 
he will say in all men's hearts ; and then his 
argument wiU conclude against all civil go- 
vernment." 

And now per omnes musas I beseech 
him, which of us involveth the magistrate 
in ambition ? Must I be charged with in- 
volving the magistrate because 1 discovered 
that Mr Coleman's argument involveth the 
magistrate ? He might as truly say he is not 
the traitor that commits treason, but he is 
the traitor that reveals treason. And why 
saith he that my answer was only concern- 
ing that involving of the magistrate ? Did I 
not first show tnat the two scriptures on 
which Mr Coleman's argument was ground- 
ed, did not prove it ; though now Mr Hus- 
sey tells us, Mr Coleman aid but allude to 
those scriptures (I am sure it was all the 
scriptural proof wnich was brought for that 
argument upon which so much weight was 
laid), " which I will not trouble my reader 
witnal," saith he. A pretty shifib, when a 
man cannot defend the argument, then, for- 
sooth, he will not trouble the reader. Next, 
did I not deny that which Mr Coleman did 
take for granted, that we may reason from 
this or that particular corruption in one man's 
heart, to prove the same particular corrup- 
tion in all other men's hearts, and that Paul 
taught us not so, Phil. ii. 3? Did I not also 
answer in his own words, that his brethren's 
" wisdom and humility may safely be trusted 
with as large a share of government as them- 
selves desire ?" Did I not lastly answer, 
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that if his whole argument were granted, it 
cannot prove that there oaght to be no 
church government, for where the thing is 
necessary, abuses roust be corrected and 
amended, but must not take away the thing 
itself? Unto which exceptions nothing hath 
been replied nor offered to vindicate or make 
good that argument which was publicly of- 
fered to the parliament. If such men were 
fit to put the reverend Assembly and all 
the ministry of England to school again, to 
learn to dispute, tet every pious and wise 
man judge. And so I am led on to another 
objection. 

Obj, 6. Schools of divinity will advance 
learn^g and religion, and ^ us an able 
ministry more than ecclesiastical government 
can do ; so Mr Coleman in his Sermon, p. 
26. Yea, Mr Hussey calleth for schools, 
that there may be unity found among the 
preachers of the gospel, together with more 
learning and knowl^ge, p. 12 — 15 (where, 
by the way, the Jesuits are much beholden 
to him, and Protestant writers very little). 
In his Epistle to the Parliament he desireth 
that ministers would unbend their thought 
of government, and think on ways to get 
knowledge, I should have thought multum 
scienticBy parum conscienticBy might be as 
seasonable a complaint. Knowledge and 
learning are indeed most necessary, and, I 
am confident, shall flourish more under pres- 
byterial government than either mider Po- 
pery or Prelacy. School disputes need not 
hinder ecclesiastical government : that ought 
to be done, and this not to be lefl undone. 
There is a practical part which belongs to 
presbyteries and synods, as well as a con- 
templative part belonging to schools : which 
made the divines of Zealand to offer this 
among other articles, to be advised upon by 
the synod of Dort, tiiat they who are pre- 
paring for the ministry, may (a^r tneir 
education at schools, before their settling in 
the ministry) be, for some space, present in 
presbyteries, to learn church government.^ 
That which a minister must do, is work ; 
and that work is labouring in the word and 
doctrine, in ruling and watching over the 
flock, in dispensing the ordinances to them 
as a &ithM stewwi. But Mr Hussey, p. 



1 Synod. Dord. sesB. 18. Et quia yocati ad minis- 
terinm regimini ecclesisB aliqnando snnt praeficiendi : 
eccleaiamm vero regimen in scholis exacte non 
addlscitur, non abs re foret si aliqnot ante Toca- 
tionem mensibns, in nrbibus celebrioribus potestas 
iUig fiat at intersint presbyteriis, Ac 



15, tells us, the minister must not be called 
from his study to examine notorious offences, 
which, indeed, suiteth his notion of schools. 
The Grecians did not intend schools for any 
such work ; for to them ^x''^^ ^^^ rest from 
work, and irxoXa^tw to be idle, to take a vaca- 
tion ; that is, from other affairs, and from a 
Practical life, to attend reading and studies, 
f schools be made to serve for all those 
necessary uses which church government will 
serve for, then there is much said, but other- 
wise nothing against us. 

Obj, 7, Dut quis cuBtodiet ipsos custodes? 
If the power oi government and censures be 
in the hands of church officers, how shall 
they be censurable and punishable for their 
own offences? How Aiall the censurers 
themselves be censured ? This objection I 
find in the eighth epistle of Dionysius Areo- 
pagita (or whoever ne was that wrote under 
that name). It was madp by one Demophi- 
lus. What then say you? Must not the 
profane priests, or such as are convicted to 
have done somewhat amiss, be corrected; and 
shall it be lawfiil to them alone, while they 
^lory in the law, to dishtmour God by break- 
mg of the law ?" A little after this, direct 
answer is made to the objection : ^< But if, 
perhaps, any among these err from that 
which it becometh him to do, iropa r&v o^O' 
Toyvv hyiu*v kwavopQHidiia€Tai^\bi him be cor- 
rected by the saints of his own order ; and so 
order shall not be intermixed with order, but 
each one shall be exercised in his own order 
and administration." As the &ults of church 
officers deserve the greatest censures, so, in 
all the reformed churches, where the free 
exercise and administration of church dis- 
cipline is received, there is greatest seve- 
rity of church discipline against church offi- 
cers, and especially against ministers of the 
word, when any such are, upon just proof, 
convicted of scandal. It is too much diffi- 
dence (and groundless, I dare say) t» appre- 
hend that ministers who have taken upon 
them the bond of such a covenant, and joined 
in such a reformation, will yet be ready to 
connive at any scandalous person of their own 
coat. And if a classis should happen to com- 
mit such an error, vet there can be no such 
fear in this particular from a provincial or 
national assembly, which, in a well-reformed 
church (as they are constituted of choice, 
able and godly, both ministers and others 
assembled from divers quarters, so) use to 
correct (not to confirm) the maladministra- 
tion in inferior ecclesiastical courts. I speak 
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here of the eeclesiastical offences of church 
officers ; their other offences belonging whol- 
ly to the civil cognizance and jurisdiction. 

Obi. 8. But " let the Scripture speak ex- 
presslv, and institutions appear institutions, 
and aU must bow." It is as£ed, Why we must 
not prove a miLst he, as well as a may &e / 
and whether do our proofs amount to an in- 
stitution and a jtM divinum ? For satisfac- 
tion in this point also, I answer, The ques- 
tion which for the present I speak to, is not 
whether Christ hath, in his word, limited 
and determined us to any one particular 
form of church government, so as no other 
form can be admitted as lawful or agreeable 
to the word ; much less do I now inquire 
what is that particular form or kind of go- 
vernment which Christ hath instituted ; but 
the present controversy with the Erastians 
is, Whether Christ have not appointed and 
instituted a government in his church, in the 
hands of church offioers, distinct from civil 
government ? As it is one thing to inquire 
whether it be the will of Grod, that there be 
a civil government or magistracy; that is, 
that there be not an anarchy in a nation, 
but some rule and government; another 
thing to inquire whether God hath, in his 
word, limited a nation to any one particular 
kind of civil government, and if any, what it 
is : so it is one thing to inquire whether it 
be the will of God mat there be an ecclesi- 
astical government, or an intrmsical power 
of ruling in the hands of church officers, dis- 
tinct from the civil government; another 
thing to ask, whether the word determineth 
any one kind of church government as neces- 
sary, and which it is. The former, not the 
latter, is our present controversy. Yea, in 
very truth, the Erastians do oppose not only 
the institution, but the lawMness and agree- 
ableness to the word of God^ of a church 
government distinct from the civil ; for their 
principles and arguments tend to the invest- 
mg of the civil magistrate with the whole 
and sole power of church government, as 
that which belongeth to him only, and that 
jure dimno ; so uiat, if their principles hold 
good, it shall be unlawful and contrary to 
the word of Grod for church officers to claim, 
or assume, or exercise, any government or 
power of censures* Though (I say) the clear- 
ing and vindicating of uie lawi^lness of a 
distinct church government doth overthrow 
the Erastian principles, yet, that I may deal 
the more clearly and hilly for the satisfac- 
tion of all such as may be satisfied, this I 



avouch and aver. It is jure divino : it is the 
will of God, and of his Son Jesus Christ, the 
King and Head of his church, that there 
be a church government in the hands of 
church officers distinct from the civil govern- 
ment ; it is de necessitate prcecepti, of the 
necessitv of precept that it be so ; it is sin 
and a violation of Christ's institution if it be 
not so. I am confident the arguments which 
I have brought, chap. 9, will reach this 
point, and fully conclude it, especially if the 
strength of them be put together. Yet, 
now, to drive the nail to the head, I add 
these following arguments directly inferring 
and proving an institution : — 

First, Tne Scripture speaks of church 
government in the same manner, and with 
the same height, fulness and peremptoriness 
of expression, as it speaketh of other things 
which are without any controversy acknow- 
ledged, even by the Erastians themselves, 
to be institutions of Christ. For instance, 
let the Erastians prove against the Soci- 
nians, the necessity and perpetuity of the 
ordinance of baptism ; that it ought to con- 
tinue always in the church, and that by vir- 
tue of an institution and precept of Christ : I 
will undertake, by the like medium, to infer 
the hke conclusion concerning church go- 
I will bring the like argument concerning 
vemment. Again, let tnem prove the ne- 
cessity, perpetuity, and institution (I say not 
now of the word itself, or of preaching, but) 
of the ministry, or of the pastoral office: 
church government. I do not now com- 
pare or parallel the government with the 
ministry of the word quo ad necessitatem 
medii vel Jims, as being equally necessary 
to salvation, nor yet as being equally excel- 
lent ; but this I say, the one is, by the Scrip- 
ture language, an institution and ordinance 
of Christ, as well as the other. One ordi- 
nance may differ much from another, and 
still both be ordinances. 

Secondly, Church government is reckoned 
among such things as had an institution, 
and which God did set in the church, 1 Cor. 
xii. 28. It is a good argument for the in- 
stitution of pastors and teachers, that Grod 
set them in the church, as we read in that 
place, and Christ gave them to the church, 
Ephes. iv. 11. mil not this, then, hold as 
well for the institution of a government in 
the church ? That the governments men- 
tioned, 1 Cor. xii. 28, are ecclesiastical and 
distinct from civil, is already proved, chap. 6. 

Thirdly, If it be the will and command- 
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ment of God that we be subject and obe- 
dient to church governors, as those who are 
over us in the Lord, as well as to civil go- 
vernors, then it is the will of God that there 
be a rule and government in the church 
distinct from the civil. For relata se mu" 
tuo ponunt vel tollunt, if we be obliged, by 
the fifth commandment, to honour magis- 
trates as fathers, then it is the will of God 
that there be such fathers ; so, when we are 
commanded to know them which are over 
us in the Lord, and to esteem them highly, 
1 Thes. V. 12 ; to honour doubly elders that 
rule well, 1 Tim. v. 17 ; to be subject and 
obedient unto ecclesiastical rulers, Heb. 
xiii. 17, with ver. 7, 24, doth not this inti- 
mate the will of God, that pastors and elders 
be over us in the Lord, and rule us eccle- 
siastically ? 

Fourthly, That which, being administered, 
is a praise and commendation to a church, 
and, being omitted, is a ground of contro- 
versy to Girist against a cnurch, can be no 
other than an ordinance and necessary duty. 
But church government and discipline is 
such a thing as, being administered, is a 
praise and commendation to a church, 2 
Cor. ii. 9 ; Rev. ii. 2 ; and, being omitted, 
is a ground of controversy to Christ against 
a church, 1 Cor. v. 1, 2, 6 ; Rev. ii. 14, 20 ; 
therefore. 

Fifthly, The rules and directions concern- 
ing an ecclesiastical government and disci- 
pline are delivered precept-wise in Scrip- 
ture ; 1 Cor. V. 13, " Put away that wicked 
person from among you ;" 2 Thes. iii. 14, 
" Note that man ;" Tit. iii. 10, " A man 
that is an heretic, after the first and second 
admonition, reject." Augustine, Lib, con- 
tra JDonatistas post CoTlationem^ cap. 4, 
saith, that church censures and discipline are 
exercised in the church secundum prcecep" 
turn apostolicum^ according to the a^stolic 
precept, for which he citeth 2 Thes. iii. 14. 

Sixthly, There is an institution and com- 
mand. Matt, xviii. 17, " Let him be unto 
thee as an heathen man and a publican." 
In which place there are three acts of the 
church, that is, of the assembly of church 
officei-s : 1. They must be met together to 
receive complaints and accusations : " Tell 
the church. 2. They give sentence concern- 
ing the case : " If he neglect to hear the 
the church," &c. Where hearing is required, 
and obedience, there must needs be an au- 
thoritative speaking or judging ; so that they 
who would prove the churcn nere hath only 



power to admonish doctrinaUy, because it is 
said, " If he hear not the church," they may 
as well prove that the judges of Israel had 
no more power but to admonish doctrinaUy, 
because it is appointed, Deut. xvii. 12, that 
the man who will not hearken to the judge 
shall jdie ; and is it not there expressed that 
the judge shall put him to death, more than 
it is expressed here that the church shall de- 
clare the offender to be as an heathen and a 
publican. 3. They must bind such a one by 
excommunication : " Whatsoever ye bind on 
earth," &c. 

Neither could it ever enter in the thoughts 
of Jesus Christ to command one church mem- 
ber, or private brother, to esteem another 
brother as an heathen and a publican, whom 
he would not have so esteemed by the whole 
church ; and least of all can it be the will of 
Christ that one and the same person should 
be esteemed by one of the church to be as an 
heathen and a publican, and, withal, be es- 
teemed by the whole church as a brother, a 
good Christian, a church member, and, ac- 
cordingly, to be freely admitted to the or- 
dinances. 



CHAPTER XL 

THE NECESSITY OF A DISTINCT CHURCH GO- 
VERNMENT XJNDER GHBISTIAN AS WELL AS 
UNDER HEATHEN MAGISTRATES. 

Some, when they could not deny but there 
was a ohurch government in the primitive 
and apostolic dburches distinct finom all civil 
government, and church censures distinct 
irom all civil punishments, yet they have 
alleged (though no such thing was alleged of 
old, neither by Constantino and other Chris- 
tian emperors, nor by others in their behalf) 
that this was for want of Christian magis- 
trates, and that there is not the same reason 
for such a church government or censures 
where there is a Christian magistracy. See 
Mr Hussey's Pleoy p. 24; as likewise Mr 
Prynne in his JDiotrephes Catechised. Mr 
Coleman's JRe-examination, p. 16, calls for 
an instance where the state was Christian. 
For taking off this exception I shall observe. 

First of all, Grotius^ (otherwise no good. 

1 Annot. in Lnke vi. 22. — Reperti sunt et qui jiidi- 
cia ista ecclesiaB pntarent infalbetida, qnoties Chris- 
tianas potestates Dens concederet ssBcnlo, &c. At 
Christ! leges multo pins exignnt qnam in commime 
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friend to church government, being poisoned 
with the Arminian principles, who have en- 
deavoured to weaken extremely the autho- 
rity of classical and synodical assemblies, and 
to give a kind of papal power to the magis- 
trate), yet, in this particular, he argueth 
strongly for us, and not against us. 

Secondly, Where is that Christian magis- 
tracy which hath suppressed or punished all 
such offences as did fall under ecclesiastical 
cognizance and censure in the primitive and 
apostolic churches ? Or where is that Chris- 
tian magistrate that will yet undertake to 
punish sil those offences and scandals which 
were censured in the apostolic churches? 
Till some such instance be given, this excep- 
tion against church discipline and censures 
under a Christian magistrate hath not so 
much as colour enough. Alice sunt leges 
CcBsarum, alice Christi : aliud Papinian' 
tMy aliud Paulus noster prcedpit, saith Je- 
rome in Epitaph, Fabiolce: Csesar's laws 
and Christ's laws are not the same but differ- 
ent : Papinianus commands one thing, Paul 
another thing. Chrysostom, Homil. 12, in 1 
JSpist, ad dor,, tells us, that the best and 
wisest lawgivers had appointed no punish- 
ment for fornication, for consuming and tri- 
fling away of time with playing at dice, for 
gluttony and drunkenhess, for stage-plays 
and lascivious whorish gestures therein. Is 
there not some cause to apply all this (and 
much more of this kind) even to Christian 
lawgivers and magistrates? Put the case, 
that he who is called a brother (as the Apos- 
tle speaks), that is, a member of the visible 
church, be found grossly ignorant of the 
principles of religion, and so far from grow- 
ing in knowledge, that he loseth the know- 
ledge of the Scriptures, and of the truth of 
God which he had f for this hath been divers 
times observed), tnrough neglect of the 
means ; or if he be known to neglect, or- 
dinarily, prayer in and with his femily, and 
to continue in that offence ailer admonition ; 
or if he live in known or scandalous malice 
and envy, and refuse to be reconciled with 
his neighbour ; or if he be a known liar and 

civibuB imperii alicnjns praBscribi solet, aut etiam 
potest, semper enim magna pars hominnm ^popti 

TO. tIs ffaxpos, Quam ciyiles qnidem leges suo fan- 
gnntnr officio, si graviora et sodetati maxime nocen- 
tia delicta coerceant at quae contra dilectionis, con- 
tra mansuetndinis, contra patientisB leges peccantnr, 
extra communes leges snnt posita : non etiam extra 
eas leges qnas se sectantibns Christns prsescribit, et 
eecundnm qna jndicare debet ille selectns ex mnndo 
ccetus. 



dissembler ; or if, by his words and actions, 
he do scandalously and manifestly show him- 
self covetous, drowned in sensuality, ambi- 
tious, proud ; or if he give a foul scandal, 
by filthy and obscene speeches, by lascivious, 
obscene, whorish-like gestures or actions, 
where the act itself oi adultery or fornica- 
tion cannot be proved. I suppose that, for 
these and such like scandals (which are 
causes deserving not only the eldership's in- 
quiry and admonition, but suspension from 
tne Lord's table), the Christian magistrate 
neither doth, nor by the civil or municipal 
laws is bound to arraign and punish all such 
as are guilty thereof. 

Thirdly, Whereas Archbishop Whitgifb's 
Answer to the Admon,, p. 114, did allege 
that the church " may not be governed un- 
der a Christian magistrate, as it may under 
a tjrant," which hrbringB, a« an exception, 
against ruling elders and elderships, while 
he could not deny but such there were in 
the primitive church. Mr Cartwright in his 
Reply, p. 140, answereth, that if these el- 
ders, under a tyrant, had meddled with any 
office of a magistrate, then there had been 
some cause why a godly magistrate, being in 
the church, that office should cease ; but 
since they did only assist the pastor in mat- 
ters ecclesiastical, there is no distinction be- 
tween times of persecution, and times of 
peace, as touching the office of elders ; the 
like say I of church censures and discipline. 
If the government of the church by pres- 
byteries and synods, if suspension and ex- 
communication in the apostles' times had 
been an usurping of anything belonging to 
the magistrate, then there had been some rea- 
son to lay aside all church censures and ec- 
clesiastical government when the magistrate 
turned Christian, and willing to do his duty ; 
but if not, then the civil and church govern- 
ment may still remain distinct, even where 
the state is Christian. 

Fourthly, Every institution or ordinance 
of Christ must continue as a perpetual obli- 
gation, unless we can find in the word that 
Christ hath given us a dispensation or taken 
off the obligation, and set a period to the or- 
dinance, that it shall continue so long and 
no longer. I mean every ordinance of Christ 
must be perpetual, which we cannot prove 
from the woixl to be but temporal or extra- 
ordinary. Now, in the word Christ hath 
not appointed the governing the church, and 
correcting scandals, to be only under a tyrant, 
and to cease under a Christian magistrate ; 
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neither is there any such thing held forth 
in Scripture (which yet our opposites must 
show, it they will make good what they say). 
But contrariwise, what Christ delivered to 
the apostles, and they to the churches, is to 
be kept and continued till our Lord come 
again, 1 Cor. xi. 23, 26 ; 1 Tim. vi. 14; and 
he himself saith, Kqv. ii. 24, 25, " That 
which ye have already, hold fast till I 
come." These things were not spoken to 
the apostles, to Timothy, to the churches of 
that time, personally (for they were not to 
live till Christ's coming again), but the 
charge was given unto them in name of 
and with respect unto all the ministry and 
churches of Christ. 

Fiflhly, This exception made against 
church censures under a Christian magis- 
trate, supposeth that such censures will 
make an interfering and clashing^between 
the civil and ecclesiastical power. But there 
is no cause for that fear, these powers be- 
ing so hugely differenced in then* efficient 
causes, matters, forms, ends, effects, objects, 
adjuncts, correlations, and ultimate termin- 
ations, as I have made it to appear in the 
particulars, chap. 4. 

Sixthly, The church's liberty and power 
is not to be infringed, diminished, nor taken 
away, but preserved, maintained, enlarged, 
and augmented, under a Christian magis- 
trate. Were it not a sad case, if there 
should be cause to say that the churches of 
Christ have not so much liberty under a 
Christian magistrate to keep themselves and 
the ordinances from pollution, as they had 
under pagan and infidel magistrates ? 

Sevenudy, Why may not Christian church 
government consist with Christian magis- 
tracy, as well as the Jewish church govern- 
ment did consist with the Jewish magistracy, 
being of the same religion ? Or if we please 
to look to later precedents, who can be ig- 
norant that civil government and churdL 
discipline have rather strengthened than de- 
stroyed each other, not only m France, where 
the magistracy is not Protestant, but in Scot- 
land, in the Low Countries, in Geneva, and 
elsewhere ? 

Eighthly, We have covenanted to endea- 
vour a reformation of church government 
and discipline, '^according to the word of 
God and the example of the best reformed 
churches." Now both the word of Grod 
and the example of the best reformed 
churches, leadeth us to a church govern- 
ment distinct from civil government; and 



the example of the best reformed churches 
doth undeniably lead us to a church disci- 
phne, even where the magistrate is Chris- 
tian ; neither doth the woi'd make any ex- 
ception of Christian states, but contrariwise 
diargeth us to keep the commandment and 
ordinances till Chnst come again. 

Ninthly, The magistrate hath other work 
to do, and such as will take up the whole 
man ; and if he should take upon him the 
whole burden of church government, the 
inquiring into, examining and correcting of 
all scan£ds in the church, surely it is more 
than he can discharge, or give a good ac- 
count to God of. It will be hard enough to 
church officers to do it, though they are set 
£^art to that service, and ex qficio do watch 
over people's souls, as they that must give 
an account. But for the Christian magis- 
trate to discharge the whole corrective part 
of church government, and to watch over 
the souls of all the people, so as to take 
care of the purging of the church from scan- 
dals, and for that end to observe, examine, 
and judge all offences in the church, and to 
determine that this man ought to be ad- 
mitted to the sacrament, and that man 
ought not to be admitted (for that there 
must be a suspension of scandalous and un- 
worthy persons, I now take it for granted, 
because of the ordinance of parhament), as 
it is impossible for the magistrate to do all 
this, so I believe it will be to him durus 
sermOy a hard saying, to hear that he must 
give account to Grod of all these things ; and 
tnat ministers have no more to answer for 
but preaching, ministering the sacraments to 
those to whom they are appointed to give 
them, catechising, visiting the sick, exhort- 
ing, admonishing, reproving, comforting. It 
was a good argument against the Prelate : he 
assumed the ecclesiastical government of a 
whole diocese, and could not give account to 
God for so many thousands, and sometime 
hundreds of thousand souls. Yet Mr Cole- 
man would have had the parliament to be 
church officers to the whole kingdom in 
point of corrective government, and the 
ministry to have no part of that govern- 
ment. But then I ask. How shall they an- 
swer for that ecclesiastical government and 
administration oF theirs, more than the Pre- 
late could answer for the ecclesiastical go- 
vernment of a whole diocese ? If it be said 
that the parliament is only to settle a rule, 
and to give order what is to be done, and to 
commit the execution and the managing of 
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particular cases to subordinate courts and 
inferior officers, then no more is said than 
the prelates did plead for themselves, that 
they did per cdium what they could not do 
per se. So that such principles do tend di- 
rectly to involve the parliament in the pre- 
latical guiltiness, which our principles do 
avoid. VVas it not another argument used 
against the prelates, that they could not 
manage both civil and church govemment| 
and that an ecclesiastical administration 
could not consist with civil power and places 
in the parliament or with offices of state, 
any one of these administrations (either the 
civil or the ecclesiastical) requiring the whole 
man. 

Do not the Erastians endeavour to draw 
the parliament into the very same absurdity 
wiih which the prelates were pressed ? For 
if any of these two administrations require 
the whole man, how can the civil magistrate 
(though Christian) take upon him the bur- 
den of church government, more than 
church officers can take upon them the bur- 
den of civil government? Philo the Jew 
gives this reason why Moses did make a 
partition of the charge between Joshua and 
Aaron, committing to the one the civil, to 
the other the ecclesiastical administration : 
^' He considered that it was impossible 
rightly to take care both of the supreme 
civil power, and of the priesthood, since the 
one professeth to care for things pertaining 
to God, the other for men," rnilo de Chor- 
ritate. 

Tenthly, Hatio immutabilis facit prce- 
ceptum immutabile» If the Apostle had re- 
quired the Corinthians to excommunicate 
the incestuous man, upon such grounds and 
reasons as were proper to that time, and are 
not applicable to after times, so as to prove 
the necessity of excommunication for the 
like offence, then there were some reason 
why excommunication should not be es- 
teemed a perpetual ordinance in the church, 
but it is manifest that the reasons given by 
the Apostle were not proper to that time, 
but do concern this time as well as that. 
The reasons are taken : 1. From the glory 
of God; 1 Cor. V. 1, 2, he that had done such 
wickedness as was not so much as named 
among the Gentiles, was not to be suffered 
among God's people, but to be taken away 
from among them. If evil be not put away 
from Israel, it is a great dishonour to the 
God of Israel. This first argument used by 
the Apostle, is like that Ezek. xxxvi. 22, 



23 ; they had profaned the holy name of 
God among the heathen, therefore God 
would sanctify his great name, and make 
the heathen to know that he is the Lord^ 
when he should be sanctified in his people 
before their eyes. 2. From the commission, 
power, and authority which the church of 
Corinth, that is, their presbytery (compare 
2 Cor. ii. 6), had to excommunicate such a 
one; ver. 4, 5, "In the name of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, when ye are gathered togeth- 
er," &c. 3. From the good and benefit of the 
sinner himself, that he might be ashamed, 
humbled, reclaimed, mortined and saved ; 
ver. 6, " For the destruction of the flesh, 
that the spirit may be saved in the day of 
the Lord Jesus." 4. From the church's 
good, that the church might be preserved 
from the contagion of such slnM examples ; 
ver. 6, " Know ye not that a little leaven 
leaveneth the whole lump ?" 5. From that 
which was signified an^ typified by the 
purging out of leaven from Israel in the 
time of the passover ; ver. 7, " Purge out 
therefore the old leaven," &c. 6. From the 
end of Christ's death, which was to purify 
and sanctify, as well as to reconcile and jus- 
tify his people, ver. 7, 8, " For Christ our 
passover is sacrificed for us ; therefore let 
us keep the feast," &c. 7. From the differ- 
ence which ought to be made between the 
the foul sins of church members, and others 
that are not church members; a blacker 
mark is to be put upon the former than 
upon the latter ; and more withdrawing 
there must be from a scandalous brother or 
professor of Christian rehgion, than from a 
profane heathen, ver. 9, 10, 11. 

From all which it doth appear, that it is 
not without good reason that Martyr and 
Parens upon 1 Cor. v., do maintain the ne- 
cessity of excommunication under a Chris- 
tian and pious magistrate, as well as under 
an infidel and prorane magistrate. 

Eleventhly, The end and use for which 
church censures are necessary, is not intend- 
ed and endeavoured, much less attained, by 
the government of the Christian magistrate. 
For though the Christian magistrate pimish- 
eth many (I cannot say all) gross and scan- 
dalous sins with corpond or civil punishments, 
yet to punish sin is one thing, to seek the 
salvation of the sinner is another thing : so 
the offender's suffering of punishment and 
satisfying the law of the land is one thingf, 
his /eclLing of his re^ntance. and publl; 
confession of his sin, for taking away the 
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scandal which he hath given to the church, 
is another thing. Suppose a delinquent 
(whose fault is not capital by the law of the 
land, for instance a K>rnicator, a drunkard, 
a common swearer, a Sabbath-breaker, or 
the like) to have suffered, in his person or 
estate, all the punishment he ought to suffer, 
so that he hath now made a civil atonement 
(as I may call it) for his offence, and the 
Christian magistrate hath no further to 
charge him with. Suppose also that he is 
by such corporal or civil punishments, as by 
a bit and bridle, overawed and restrained 
from committing again the like external acts : 
notwithstanding he hath not the least sign 
of true repentance and godly sorrow for his 
former foul and scanda£>us sins, and he is 
known to be not an accuser, but an excuser 
of himself for those faults and scandals. Such 
a one comes and desires to receive the sacra- 
ment ; must his penal satisfaction to the 
Christian magistrate be a sufficientpeniten- 
tial satisfaction to the church? Here is a 
rock which the Erastians dash upon, unless 
they admit of a distinct ecclesiastical judg- 
ment concerning the signs of repentance m 
a scandalous sinner, according to which, as 
these signs shall appear or not appear, he is 
to be admitted or not admitted to the sacra- 
ment. 

Twelfkhly, The power of binding and loos- 
ing is not a temporary but a perpetual one; 
that is, appointed by Christ to continue in 
his church always unto the end. Now this 
power is given only to church officers, and 
Christ haul not given the keys of discipline 
and the power of binding and loosing (of 
which elsewhere) to the magistrate, nay, not 
to the Christian magistrate more than to the 
infidel magistrate. Let the least hint be 
found in Scripture, where Christ hath given 
any such power to the Christian magistrate, 
and I yield the cause. 

Thirteenthly, The New Testament hold- 
eth out as little of the ministry of the woi'd 
and sacraments under a Christian magistrate, 
as it doth of a church government under a 
Christian magistrate, ohall this, therefore, 
strengthen the Socinian tenet, that baptism 
is not a perpetual ordinance in the church, 
and that we are not obliged by that commis- 
sion which the Apostles had to baptize? 
God forbid. 

Fourteenthly, The German Anabaptists 
required an express warrant or example in 
the New Testament of a Christian magis- 
trate, or of the sword and wars in a Chris- 



tian state, yet this hath been thought no 
good argument against magistracy and wars 
among Christians. 

I cannot pretermit a passage of Gualther, 
who may seem to be opposite to me in this 
present question. Even he, in his Homily 
upon John ix. 22, after he hath spoken of 
excommunication in the Jewish church, and 
in the apostolic churches, he addeth, '^ And 
this day also there is need of ecclesiastical 
discipline, which being instituted in the re- 
formed churches, ought to be diligently kept, 
lest the indulgence of magistrates, which 
reigns almost everywhere, should render the 
doctrine of the gospel suspected among those 
that are without, and that themselves also 
may be contained in their office, and may 
not think that anything they will is lawful 
to them in the church."* 

But after all this, let me put Mr Hussey 
and other Erastians in mind, that if they do 
acknowledge Jesus Christ hath instituted or 
commanded that there be a church govern- 
ment and power of censures distinct from 
the civil government, when the magistrate 
is heathenish or idolatrous, let them speak 
it out, and let us agree so far. Otherwise if 
they do not agree in this, it is but a blind 
for them to make use of this distinction, that 
where the magistrate is Christian, there is 
no necessity of a distinct church govern- 
ment. 

I conclude with a passage of Mr Prynne 
in his Twelve Considerable Serious Ques^ 
tions touching Church Government, The 
ninth of those questions runs thus : — " Whe- 
ther the Independents' challenge of the Pres- 
byterians to show them any national church 
professing Christ in our Saviour's or the 
apostles' days, before any one nation totally 
converted to the Christian faith, or any 
general open profession made of it by the 
princes, magistrates, and major part of any 
nation, kingdom, republic, who were then 
all generally pagans and persecutors of the 
gospel, not then universally embraced, be 
not a most irrational unjust demand ?" Sure 
if this hold against the Independents, it will 
hold as strongly, yea more strongly against 
the Erastians, to prove their demand to be 
most irrational and unjust, while they chal- 

1 Et hodie etiam disciplina ecclesiastica opus est, 
qii8B in reformatis ecclesiis institata diligenter ser- 
vari debet, ne magistratnm indnlgentia quae nbiqae 
fere regnat, evangelii doctrinam exteris suspectam 
reddat, et ut ipsi quoque in officio contineantur, nee 
sibi qnidvis in ecclesia licere pntent. 
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lenge us to show them in the Kew Testa- 
ment a distinct church government under a 
Christian magistrate, or where the state was 
Christian, though themselves know magis- 



trates and states were then generally pagan, 
not Christian. Yea, there was in those days 
much more of a national church than of a 
Christian magistrate. 
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A Testimony of King James ^ in a De^ 
claration of his, penned with his own 
handy signed, and delivered to the Com- 
missioners of the Church of Scotland at 
Linlithgow, December 7, 1586. — " I, for 
my part, shall never, neither my posterity 
ought ever, cite, summon, or apprehend any 
pastor or preacher for matters of doctrine in 
religion, salvation, heresies, or true inter- 
pretation of the Scripture ; but, according 
to my first act, which confirmeth the hberty 
of preaching the Word, ministration of the 
sacraments, I avouch the same to be a mat- 
ter mere ecclesiastical, and altogether im- 
pertinent to my calling. Therefore never 
shall I, nor ever ought they, I mean my 
posterity, acclaim any power or jurisdiction 
m the foresaids." (His Majesty's meaning 
was, that he ought not to do this in prima 
instantia ; that is, before the person be ac- 
cused, convicted, or judged in any ecclesias- 
tical court — ^which was the question at that 
time, occasioned by Mr Andrew Melville's 
case.) Afterward, in the same declaration, 
it followeth thus : — " Christ saying, Die ec- 
clesioi, and one only man stealing that dint 
in a quiet hole, the act of parliament reduc- 
eth the sentence for informality and nullity 
of process, — not as judges whether the ex- 
communication was grounded on good and 
just causes or not, but as witnesses that it 
was uniformly proceeded, against ,the war- 
rant of God's word, example of all reformed 
kirks, and your own particular custom in 
this country." A Uttle after : — " I mind 
not to cut off any liberty granted by Grod 
to his kirk. I acclaim not to myself to be 
judge of doctrine in religion, salvation, he- 
resies, or true interpretation of Scripture." 



And after : — " My intention is not to med- 
dle with excommunication, neither acclaim 
I, to myself or my heirs, power in anything 
that is mere ecclesiastical, and not a^id^o- 
pov, nor with anything that God's word 
hath simply devolved m the hands of his 
kirk. And, to conclude, I confess and ac- 
knowledge Christ Jesus to be Head and 
Lawgiver to the same. And whatsoever 
persons do attribute to themselves, as head 
of the kirk, and not as member, to suspend 
or alter anything that the word of God hath 
only remitted to them, that man, I say, com- 
mitteth manifest idolatry, and sinneth against 
the Father in not trusting the words of his 
Son, — against the Son in not obeying him, 
and takmg his place, — against the Holy 
Ghost, the said Holy Spirit bearing the con- 
trary record to his conscience." 

Testimonies taken out of the Harmony of 
the Confessions of the Faith of the Re- 
formed Churches, Reprinted at Lon- 
don, 1643. 

Out of the Confession of Helvetia, p. 
238. — " Furthermore, there is anotiier 
power of duty, or ministerial power, limit- 
ed out by Him who hath full and absolute 
power and authority. And this is more 
Hke a ministry than dominion ; for we see 
that some master doth give unto the stew- 
ard of his house authority and power over 
his house, and, for that cause, delivereth 
him his keys, that he may admit or ex- 
clude such as his master will have admitted 
or excluded. According to this power doth 
the minister, by his ofhce, that which the 
Lord hath commanded him to do ; and the 
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Lord doth ratify and confirm that which he 
doth, and will have the deeds of his minis- 
ters to be acknowledged and esteemed as 
his own deeds. Unto which end are those 
speeches in the gospel : I will give unto thee 
the keys of the kingdom ot heaven, and 
whatsoever thou bindest or loosest in earth 
shall be bound and loosed in heaven. (Matt, 
xvi.) Again : Whose sins soever ye remit, 
they shall be remitted ; and whose sins so- 
ever ye retain, they shall be retained, f John 
XX.) But if the minist^ deal not m all 
things as his Lord hath commanded him, 
but pass the limits and bounds of faith, then 
the Lord doth make void that which he 
doth. Wherefore the ecclesiastical power 
of the ministers of the church, is that Amo- 
tion whereby they do indeed govern the 
churdi of God, Imt yet so as uiey do all 
things in the church as he hath prescribed 
in his Word ; vdiich ihing being so done, 
the faithM do esteem them as done of the 
Lord himself." 

Out of the Confession of Bohemia, p. 
250. — " The fourteenth chapter of ecclesi- 
astical doctrine is of the Lord's keys, of 
which he eaith to Peter, I will give unto 
thee the keys of the kingdom <» heaven 
(Matt, xvi.), and these keys are the peculiar 
function or ministry and administration of 
Christ's power and his Holy Spirit ; which 
power is committed to the church of Christ 
and to the ministers thereof, unto the end 
of the world ; that they should not only by 
preaching publish the holy gospel, althougn 
they should do this especially; that is, should 
show forth that word of true comfort, and 
the joyful message of peace, and new tidings 
of that &vour which God offereth, but also 
that to the believing and unbelieving, they 
should publicly or privately denounce and 
make known, to wit, — ^to iiiem his favour, 
to these his wrath, and that to all in gene- 
ral, or to every one in particular, that they 
may wisely receive some into the house of 
Grod, to the communion of saints, and drive 
some out from thence, and may so, through 
the performance of their ministry, hold m 
their hand ihe sceptre of Christ's kingdom, 
and use the same to the government of 
Christ's sheep." And after : — " Moreover, 
a manifest example of using the power of 
the keys is laid out in that sinner of Corinth 
(1 Cor. V.) and others, whom St Paul, to- 
gether with the church in that place, by 
the power and authority of our Lord Jesus 
Chnst, and of his Spirit, threw out from 



thence and delivered to Satan; and, con- 
trariwise, after that God had given him 
grrace to repent, he absolved him from his 
sins, he took him again into the church, to 
the communion of saints and sacraments (2 
Cor. ii.), and so opened to him the kingdom 
of heaven again. By this we may under- 
stand, that uiese keys, or this divine ftmc- 
tion of the Lord's, is committed and granted 
to those that have charge of souls, and to 
each several ecclesiastical societies, whether 
they be small or great. Of which thing 
the Lord saith to tne churches, * Verily I 
say unto you, whatsoever ye bind on earth 
shall be bound in heaven.' And straight 
after, * For where two or three are ga- 
thered together in my name, there am I in 
the midst of them.' Matt, xviii." 

Out of the French Confession, p. 253. 
— " We bdieve that tiiis true church ought 
to be eovemed by that regiment ov disci- 
pline which our Lord Jesus CSirist hath es- 
tablished, to wit, so that there be pastors, 
elders, and deacons, that the purity of doc- 
trine may be retained, vices repressed," &c. 

Out of the Confession of Belgia, p. 257- 
— "We believe that this church ought to 
be ruled and governed by that spiritual re- 
giment which God himself hath delivered 
m his word, so that there be placed ki it 
pastors and ministers purely to preach, and 
rightly to administer the hdy sacraments : 
that there be also in it seniors and deacons, 
of whom the senate of the church might 
consist, that by these means true religion 
might be preserved, and sincere doctrine 
in every place retained and spread abroad : 
that vicious and wicked men might aft;er a 
spiritual manner be rebuked, amended, and, 
as it were, by the bridle of discipline, kept 
within their compass." 

Out of the (fonfession of Auspurge, p. 
260. — " Again, by the gospel, or, as they 
term it, by God's law, bishops, as they be 
bishops, that is, such as have the adminis- 
tration of the word and sacraments commit- 
ted to them, have no jurisdiction at all, but 
only to forgive sin; also to know what is 
true doctrine, and to reject such doctrine as 
will not stand with the gospel, and to debar 
from the oommimion ol the church such as 
are notoriously wicked, — not by human force 
and violence, but by the word of God. And 
herein of necessity the churches ought, by 
the law of God, to perform obedience unto 
them, according to the saying of Christ, * He 
that heareth you heareth me.' Upon which 
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place the observation saith thus : ' To debar 
the wicked, &c. ; to wit, by the judgment 
and verdict of the presbytery, lawtully ga- 
thered together,' " &c. 

A Testimony out of the Ecclesiastical 
Discipline of the Reformed Churches in 
France, cap. 6, art. 9. — " The knowledge 
of scandals, and the censure or judgment 
thereof, belongeth to the company of pastors 
and elders." Art. 16 :— " If it befalleth, 
that besides the admonitions usually made 
by the consistories to such as have done 
amiss, there be some other punishment or 
more rigorous censure to be used, it shall 
then be done either by suspension, or priva- 
tion of the holy communion for a time, or 
by excommunication, or cutting off from the 
church. In which cases the consistones are 
to be advised to use all prudence, and to 
make distinction betwixt the one and the 
other ; as likewise to ponder and carefully 
to examine the faults and scandals that are 
brought before them, with all their circum- 
stances, to judge wanly of the censure which 
may be required." 

Harmonia Synodorum Belgioarum, cap. 
14, art. 7 to 9. — " Peccata sua natura 
publica, aut per admonitionis privates 
eontemtum publicata^ ex cansistorii totius 
arbitrioy modo et forma ad cedificationem 
maxime accomodates sunt eorrigeifkda, 

^^ Qui pertinaciter consistorii admoni-' 
tiones rejeeerity a S. Ccence eommunione 
suspendetur. 

*^ Si suspensus post iter atas admoni- 
tiones nullum pcenitentioe signum dederity 
ad excommunieationem procedet ecelesia,^^ 

Melchior Adamus de vitis Germanorum 
Theologorum, p. 342. — " Cumque sub id 
tempus (anno 1645 J Fredericus Elector 
PatatinuSy qui Ludovico successerat, de 
ecchsiarum agitaret reformatione : com- 
posuit Melanchthony cum evocato venire 
integrum non esset, scriptum de reforman^ 
dis ecelesiis: oujus synopsm cdiquot re~ 
gulis comprehendit : quas addimus,^^^ 

Vera et salutaris gubernatio ecelesicB 
Christi proBcipue in his Sex Membris cou" 
sistit.^ — "PrtwMW, In vera et pur a doc- 
trina, quam Deus ecclesias sttca patefecit^ 
tradidit, et doceri mandavit. 



1 Cons. Theol.p. 686. 

s G-ubernatio £cclesia> in qnibuB oonsiatat. 



" SecundOf In legitimo usu sacramen" 
torum. 

" TertiOy In conservatione ministerii 
eva7igelici et obedientice ergo pastores ec- 
clesiarum, sicut Deus vult et postulat con- 
servari ministerium evangetiiy et servat 
ipse sua potentia et presentia, 

" Quarto, In conservatione honestce et 
pice disciplincB retinendce per judicia ec- 
clesiastica, seu jurisdictionem ecclesiasti- 
cam, 

" Quinto, In conservandis studiis ne- 
cessaries doctrincB et scholis, 

" Sexto, Ad hcBc opus est defensione 
corporali et facultatibus, ad personas, 
qucB sunt in ojiciis necessariis, alendasJ* 

The Irish Articles of Religion, art. 68. 
— " Neither do we give unto him (the su- 
preme magistrate) iiereby the administra- 
tion of the word and sacraments, or the 
power of the keys." And art. 69. — ^^ But 
particular and visible churches ^consisting 
of those who make profession of the faith of 
Christ, and live under the outMrard means 
of salvation) be many in number, wherein 
the more or less sincerely, according to 
Christ's institution, the word of Grod is 
taught, the sacraments, are administered, 
and the authority of the keys is used, the 
more or less pure are such churches to be 
accounted." 

Laurentiu^s Humfredus de Religioms 
conservatione et Reformatione vera* Ad 
\ Nobilitatem, Clerum, et Populum Angli- 
canum, p. 23, 26. — " Nee satis mirari pos' 
sum nee satis dolere, cum intelligam in his 
locis repudiari disciplincmi ecdesiasticam, 
et vel nullam esse vel nimis laxam,, vel non 
satis vigilanter administrata/m, in quibu>s 
tamen alioqui reUgionis sineera ejlgies 
cernitur: quasi evamgeliwm esse posjsit 
ubi non vivitur evangelice: aut qu^isi 
Christus Iceco, carnali, voluptuario delec- 
tetur evangelio, Sfc,^ At in ecclesia mor 
nere debet censwra et jurisdictio, non mi- 
nus quam gladius in repubJ* '* Sit ergo 
hcBc prima reformationis perfectce ratio, 
nostri ac peecatorum recognitio et emen- 
dation Deinde severior adsit in ecclesia 
castigatio et anim^versio : ut ilia laxitas 
et remissio frcenetur, quo minus et levius 
deinceps peccetur,^* 

1 He vrote from Basil. 
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THE THIRD BOOK, 



OF EXCOMMUNICATION FROM THE CHURCH, AND OF SUSPENSION 

FROM THE LORD'S TABLE. 



CHAPTER I. 

AN OPENING OF THE TRUE STATE OF THE 
QUESTION, AND OF MRPRTNNE's MANY MIS- 
TAKES AND MISREPRESENTATIONS OF OUR 
PRINCIPLES. 

Having now, by the light of Scripture and 
other helps, assert-ed a church goyemment 
distinct nrom civil magistracy, both in the 
Old and New Testament, the last part of 
my present undertaking shall be to vindicate 
the particular ordinances of excommunica- 
tion and suspension, called by the school- 
men eoBcommunicatio major et minor, of 
which also I have before spoken divers things 
occasionally, for I have asserted an excom- 
munication and suspension in the Jewish 
church, book i. cap. 4 — 12; the nature, 
grounds, reasons, uses, and ends whereof 
were not proper to the Old Testament, but 
such as concern the Christian church. I 
have also brought arguments, book ii. cap. 9, 
10, which conclude not only church govern- 
ment, but excommunication. And so much 
of my work is done : nevertheless there is 
more to do. Mr Prynne, first in his Four 
Grand Queries, and thereafter in his Vin- 
dication of the same, hath argued much both 
against the suspension from the sacrament 
of a person not excommunicated and wholly 
cast out of the church, and against some of 
the most pregnant scriptural proofs for ex- 
communication itself. In his Vindication 
he hath branched forth the controversy into 
ten points of difference. Two of these, viz., 
the fifth, concerning suspension from the sa- 
crament of the passover, and the ninth, con- 
cerning casting out of the synagogue, I have 



discussed before in the first book ; where I 
have also examined other assertions of his 
concerning the Jewish sanhedrim, temple, 
confession of sin. The other points of dif- 
ference not handled before, I am (as the 
Lord will help me) now to speak to. 

The first point of difference is. Whether 
in those Four Queries of his he stated the 
controversy aright. He is offended that I 
(in a sermon of mine before the Honourable 
House of Commons) charged the questionist 
with mistakes, and that I did not take notice 
of the question concerning suspension from 
the sacrament, as he stated it, Vindic. p. 3. 
I had reason, because he had misstated it; 
and since it pleased him to interpose in a 
matter depending between the Honourable 
Houses of Parliament, and the reverend As* 
sembly of Divines, and to publish a paper 
plainly reflecting upon a petition of the As- 
sembly, I hope ne cannot think either the 
Assembly, or me, tied to his stating of the 
question. If he will meddle with tne busi- 
ness of the Assembly, he must speak to it as 
it is. And that it may how appear how just 
cause I had to charge his Queries with mis- 
takes of the state of the question (which he 
still mistaketh), I shall endeavour a more 
particular and full discovery of these his 
mistakes. And first, that wmch was desired 
by the Assembly was, that such a rule may 
be established by authority of Parliament, 
as may keep off aU scandalous and notorious 
sinners. The question was not what texts 
of Scripture do warrant this thing. It did 
not concern me to debate whether the Scrip- 
tures of the Old and New Testament, quoted 
by him, prove suspension from the Lord's 
I table. The controversy was of the practical 
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conclusion, and of establishing such a rule 
as may keep off scandalous persons from the 
sacrament. If the thing be done, if the con- 
clusion be consented to, there is the greater 
liberty for men to abound in their own sense 
concerning the mediums to prove it. 

Secondly, And if he would needs debate 
what texts of Scripture do prove the thing, 
and what precept or precedent in Scripture 
doth warrant it, methinks he had done 
better to have informed himself on what 
scriptural proofs the reverend Assembly had 
granted the suspension of scandalous sinners 
nnom the sacrament, though not yet cast out 
of the church. The proofs from Scripture 
voted were these, — because the ordinance it- 
self must not be profaned ; and because we 
are charged to withdraw from those who 
walk disorderly ; and because of the great 
sin and danger both to him that comes un- 
worthily, and also to the whole church. 
The Scriptures from which the Assembly 
did prove all this, were Matt. vii. 6 ; 2 Thes. 
iii. o, 14, 15 ; 1 Cor. xi. 27, to the end of 
the chapter, compared with Jude, ver. 23 ; 
1 Tim. V. 22. Ajwther proof added by the 
Assembly was this : There was power and 
authority under the Old Testament to keep 
unclean persons from holy things, Lev. xiii. 
6 ; Num. ix. 7 ; 2 Chron. xxiii. 19 ; and the 
like power and authority by way of analogy 
continues under the New Testament, for the 
authoritative suspension from the Lord's 
table, of a person not yet cast out of the 
church. Now that which was the strength 
of the Assembly's proofs of the proposition, 
Mr Prynne hath almost never touched, but 
run out upon other particulars. 

Thirdly, Observe that he disputes all 
along whether any minister can suspend one 
from the sacrament. But this nobody that 
I know asserts. The power is given not 
uni, but unitatiy to the eldership, not to one, 
either minister or elder. 

Fourthly, That which, in the preface of 
his Queries, he undertakes to prove, is, that 
excommunication and suspension from the 
sacrament, being a matter of great moment 
and much difficulty, is to be handled and 
established with great wisdom, caution, and 
moderation. And his result in the close is 
concerning a limited jurisdiction in presby- 
teries. As these things are not denied by 
any that I know, so himself manifestly ac- 
knowledgeth by these expressions, the thing 
itself for the substance (which yet the cur- 
rent of his debate runneth against), and only 



questioneth concerning the bounds, cautions, 
and limitations. God forbid that church of- 
ficers should ever claim an unlimited power : 
their power is given them to edification, and 
not to destruction ; and we can do nothing 
against the truth, but for the truth, 2 Cor. 
xiii. 8, 10. The power of censures must not 
be in the power of any one man, nor in the 
power of any who are themselves scandalous 
and worthy of censure. There must be no 
sentence of excommunication or suspension 
upon reports, surmises, suspicions, but either 
upon the confession of the offence or proof 
thereof by two witnesses at least.^ None 
must be excommunicated nor suspended for 
money matters, debts, and such Uke civil 
causes which are not of ecclesiastical cogni- 
sance, but are to be judged by the civil judge. 
It must not be for those peccata quotidiance 
incursionis, such sinful infirmities as all the 
godly in this life are guilty of; though, on 
tne other side, the scandalous sinners meant 
of in this controversy, must not be restricted 
to such sins only as cannot stand with the 
state of grace. These, and such like limita- 
tions we do not only admit of, but desire to 
be put. 

Fifthly, He goeth about to clear the state 
of the question out of Aretius, and citeth 
him for what himself now undertaketh to 
prove. Whereas Aretius holds excommu- 
nication to be an ordinance of God both in 
the Old and New Testament, and that it 
was wanting through the injury and corrup- 
tion of the times, the abuse of it in Popery 
having made the thing itself hatefiil ; and 
the most part, in those places where he lived, 
loving carnal liberty so well, and taking upon 
them the protection and defence of profane 
ones, and being so unwilling to be brought 
under the yoke of Christ. For these and 
the like reasons he thought it not expedient 
to have that discipline of excommunication 
erected, at that time, in those parts, as him- 
self gives the reasons ; and he professeth,' 
withal, that he doth not despair of better 
times, when men shall be more willing to 
submit to that discipline. So that this is 
the question, if it shall be stated out of Are- 

1 AvLg.y torn. 10, horn. 50. — Nos Tero a commn- 
nione prohibere qnenqaam non possnmas, qnamvis 
haec prohibitio nondam sit mortalis, sed medicinalig, 
nisi ant sponte confessum, ant in aliqno siye secnlari 
siye ecclesiastico jndicionominatnm atqueconvictum. 

> Theol. Probl., loc. 13S2. — Interea non desperan- 
dum esse libenter fateor, dabit posterior aetas trac- 
tabiliores forte animas, mitiora pectora, quam nos- 
tra habent ssecnla. 
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tills, Whether excommunication, heing an 
ordinance of God, ought to be settled where 
profaneness and licentiousness abounds, and 
where the better party is like to be oppress- 
ed by the greater party ; or whetner we 
should wait till God send better times for 
the settling of it. 

Sixthly, The author of those questions 
maketh a parallel between that power of 
censures now desired to be settled in pres- 
byteries, and the prelatical tyranny, as if 
this were the very power which heretofore 
was disclaimed against in, denied to, and 
quite taken away from, the prelates. Yea, 
in the close, he makes this power now de- 
sired to be settled in the presbyteries, to be 
such as our very lordly prelates never 
durst to dainty yet ecdestcs Anglicanm 
politeia in tabulas diaesta authore Itichr- 
ardo Cousinj tab. 5, teUs me, that the epis- 
copal jurisdiction did exercise itself in those 
censures which were common both to lay- 
men and clergymen (as they were called). 
1. Interdictio divinorum. 2. Monitio* 3. 
Suspensio vel ab ingresu ecdesice, vel a per- 
ceptione sacramentorum, 4. Excommuni" 
catio. 5. Anathematismus^ 8fc. Never- 
theless there is a truth, too, in that which 
Mr Prynne saith : I confess the prelates 
never durst desire that which tliis learned 
and pious Assembly hath desired in this par- 
ticular. He hath said it. The prelates 
never durst, indeed, take upon them to sus- 
pend all scandalous persons from the sacra- 
ment ; for if they had, it had been said unto 
most of them, '^ rhysidan, cure thyself," be- 
sides the losing of many of their party. 
And, moreover, the very lordly prelates 
never durst make themselves to be but 
members of presbyteries, nor to be subject 
to the admonitions and censures of tneir 
brethren, which every minister now must 
do. The lordly prelate did (contrary to the 
institution of Jesus Christ) make himself 
pastor of many congregations, even of his 
whole diocese, and did assume sole and 
whole power of government and church 
censures to himself, and his underling offi- 
cers, which were to execute the same in his 
name. And, as the appropriating of juris- 
diction to the lordly prelate, so the manner 
and kind of his government, and his pro- 
ceedings in ecclesiastical censures, came nei- 
ther from Christ, nor &om the purest anti- 
quity, but from the Pope's canon law. What 
tnen hath presbytery to do with prelacy? 
As much as light with darkness, or righte- 



ousness with un righteousness. He that would 
see more of the differences between presby- 
terial and prelatical government, let him 
read a book printed in the prelates' times, 
entitled The Pastor and the Prelate ; and 
The Clear Antithesis between Presbytery 
and Prelacy^ printed at London, anno. 
1644. See also what I have said before, 
book ii., chap. 3. 

Seventhly, It is evident, by his fourth 
question, that he states the case as if minis- 
ters meant to know the secrets of all men's 
hearts, and to be so censorious and peremp- 
tory in their judging, as to quench the smok- 
ing flax, or to break the bruised reed. There- 
upon he asks, YiThether the sacraments may 
be denied to a man, " if he desires to receive 
it, in case he profess his sincere repentance for 
his sins past, and promise newness of life for 
the time to come f " God forbid we be cen- 
sorious, peremptory, and rigid in our judg- 
ing of men's spiritual estate ; where there is 
any thing of Christ, it is to be cherished, 
not Quenched. But again, God forbid that 
we shut our eyes to call darkness light, or 
black white. In that very place where our 
Saviour condemneth uncharitable judgment, 
immediately he addeth, '* Give not that 
which is holy unto the dogs, neither cast ye 
pearls before swine," Matt. vii. 6. Impeni- 
tency under a scandalous sin, is discernible 
either by not confessing it, or by not for- 
saking it. All our present controversy is 
concerning a visible church, visible saints, 
visible holiness, visible repentance, visible 
fitness or qualification for the sacrament; 
that is, of such external signs and evidences 
as the word of God holds out for judging of 
the spiritual estate of other men, not of 
such internal gracious marks whereby a man 
must judge of his own spiritual estate ;^ and 
so he that professeth his sincere repentance 
for his sins past, and promiseth newness of 
life for the time to come, if there be no- 
thing which (visibly and to the eye of man) 
giveth the lie to his profession and promise 
(for instance, if it can be proved that, im- 

1 Concil. NicaBiL, can. IL — ^Abomnibiu yero iUad 
pnecipue obsenretar, nt animus eomm et Amctus 
paBuitentias attendator. Quicnnqne enim emu omnl 
tbnore et lachrymis peneyerantibus, et operibas 
bonis conversationem snam, non Yerbis soils, sed 
opere et Teritat demonstrant, com tempus statntum 
etiam ab his fnerit impletnm, et orationibns jam 
easperint conununicare, ucebit etiam episcopo hnma- 
nins drca eos aliqnid cogitare. Qui yero indifferen- 
ter liabuerint lapsnm, et snffioere sibi qnod eccle- 
siam introierint, arbitrantor, ipsi omnimodo tem- 
pera statnta complebont. 
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mediately before or immedi9.tel7 after, he 
hath professed or promised the contrary to 
his compani(ms in his wickedness, or that he 
still continueth in the practice of that sin), 
is not to be excluded as an impenitent sin- 
ner from the sacrament. 

Eighthly, The third query, as also the con- 
clusion of all, runneth upon a great mistake, 
by reason of the confounding of things which 
are of a different nature. There is great 
weight laid upon this, that there is as mudi 
sin and danger to a man's soul in his unwor- 
thy and unprofitable hearing of the word, as 
in his unwoi*thy receiving of the sacrament ; 
and, therefore, ministers mav as well refuse to 
preach unto people, whom they deem unpro- 
fitable hearers, as refuse to give them the 
sacrament, because they judge them unmeet 
to receive it. Whether the sin of unworthy 
hearing be as great as the sin of unworthy 
receiving the sacrament, I will not now de- 
bate. The R&ply which was made to his 
Queries^ by another, hath said enough to 
that point.^ But that which I intend in 
this place, is (for clearing a main principle 
which we go upon) to distinguish these 
two things. There are some ordinances 
appointed for the conversion of sinners \ 
there are other ordinances appointed for the 
communion of saints. The preaching of 
the word, and the hearing thereof, though 
it hath no small influence into the commu- 
nion of saints, yet it is also appointed for 
converting and bringing in sinners who have 
no part in the communion of saints. The 
sacrament was not appointed for the con- 
version of sinners, but as peculiar to the 
communion of saints. The apostles preached 
to the unbelieving Jews in the temple and 
synagogues. Acts ii. 46; iii. 11, 12; v. 12, 
42 ; ix. 20, 22, 23. But it is only said of 
those that gladly received the word, " They 
continued stedfastly in the apostles' doctrine 
and fellowship, and in breakmg of bread and 
in prayer," Acts ii. 42. The apostles preach- 
ed also to many heathens and idolaters, but 
they admitted none to the sacraments till 
they saw such evidences as might per- 
suade them, in the judgment of charity, 
that they were such as might be admit- 
ted. They that are suspended from the 
sacrament, yea, they that are excommuni- 
cated, are admitted to the hearing of the 
word for their conversion, as the unbelieving 

1 A fall Answer to a printed paper entitled " Four 
Serious Questions concerning Excommunication and 
Suspension/' &c. 



Jews and heathens were. Can any allege 
the like reason for admitting them to the 
sacrament ? Erastus himself observeth^ that 
the unclean, under the law, who might not 
eat of the passover, yet were not forbidden, 
but commanded, to observe the Sabbath and 
the feast of expiation. I mention it only as 
an argument ad hominem. If a sinner be 
known for an unprofitable hearer of the 
word, that cannot make it a sin to me to 
preach any more to him ; but if he be 
known to be a dog or a swine in reference 
to the sacrament, that will make it a sin to 
me if I minister the sacrament to him. 
The reason is, because I am still bound to 
endeavour his conversion (not knowing that 
he hath blasphemed against the Holy Grliost), 
but I am not bound to give him the seal of 
remission of sins and salvation by Jesus 
Christ ; yea, it were sin to give that seal to 
him who is visibly and apparently incapable 
of such sweet and comfortable application of 
Christ. I conclude, that the suspending of 
scandalous persons from the sacrament, is 
neither only nor principally grounded upon 
the sin and guilt of eating and drinking un- 
worthily, which will cleave to the unworthy 
communicant, but rather (not excluding the 
other) upon the nature of the oixiinance, 
which is such as cannot admit of the notori- 
ously scandalous to receive, but that holy or- 
dinance shall thereby be profaned and made 
common ; for what can be more contrary to 
the nature of that ordinance, and to the in- 
stitution of Jesus Christ, than to turn the 
communion of saints into the communion of 
scandalous sinners, and to make that which 
was instituted for the comfort of those that 
repent and believe, to be a comfort and seal 
of salvation to those who are known by their 
fruits to have neither repentance nor faith, and 
so to send them away with a good conceit of 
their spiritual estate, and thereby to streng- 
then their hearts and hands in wickedness ? 
Ninthly, The question is not whether all 
scandalous persons are to be excommunicat- 
ed and wholly cast out off the church. The 
Assembly's petition was not concerning ex- 
communicating, but concerning suspending, 
fix»m the sacrament, all scandsuous persons. 
Yet the current of Mr Prynne's argumen- 

1 Confirm. Thes., lib. 2, p. 134. — Non tamen pro 
non Judseo, vel non circumciso, aut pro improbo 
damnatu habebatur cogebatur nihil ominus secun- 
dum ritus patrios vivere, Sabbatum custo dire, alia- 
que talia facere. Quin etiam a sacramento expia- 
tionis generalis, quae die 10, menisis Septembris per 
agebatur, Ley. zyIl 23,immundi nuUi excludebantnr. 
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tation, both in his Queries and in his Vin- 
dication thereof, for the most part, runneth 
along against excommunication and suspen- 
sion from the sacrament, as the titles like- 
wise do promise, which is a £dlacy a con- 
junctis ad divisa. And when he debateth 
so much concerning excommunication and 
suspension, his and is either copulative or 
exegetical. If copulative, he opposeth no- 
body, that I know, so much as hunself ; for 
I know none that would have all scandalous 
sinners suspended, to be excommunicated 
also, except himself. K exegetical, even so 
he is contrary to himself, who oonfesseth 
that one may be suspended from the sacra- 
ment before he be excommunicated, Vindic, 
p. 50, 51. And whereas, in the latter part 
of hb first Querf/y he would drive us to this 
hard choice, that either a scandalous person 
must be excommunicated, or not suspended 
from the sacrament. He saith it is evident, 
by TertuUian's Apology, cap. 39, et Lib. de 
Fosnit, that scandalous persons were ever 
excommunicate and wholly cast out of the 
church, not barely sequestered from the sa- 
crament. Whence (saith he) all the canon- 
ists and schoolmen determine that an ex- 
communicate person is excluded from the 
church and all public ordinances. Let the 
prudent reader observe, that instead of prov- 
ing that scandalous persons were wholly cast 
out of the church, he tells us out of the ca- 
nonists and schoolmen, that excommunicate 
persons were wholly cast out of the church ; 
that is, that those who were cast out of the 
church, were cast out of the church. And, 
for his antiquity, he hath given here no small 
wound to the reputation of his skill in anti- 
quities, which will more folly appear, chap. 
17. Meanwhile, how can any that hath 
read Tertullian or Cyprian, not know that 
some faiUngs and falls in time of persecution, 
and other smaller offences, were not punish- 
ed by excommunication, but by suspension 
from the sacrament, till, after public decla- 
ration of repentance and confession of the 
offence, the offender was admitted to the sa- 
crament ? And for the places he citeth, I 
find in TertuUian's book, de Poenitentia, 
much of that exomologesis and public decla- 
ration of repentance, but that all scandalous 
persons brought under church censures were 
wholly cast out of the church, I find not. 
In the thirty-ninth chapter of his Apologe- 
tic, there is no such thing as is alleged, but 
the contrary plainly intimated concerning 
several degrees of ecclesiastical discipline; 



and that if any man's offence was so great 
as to deserve excommunication, then he was 
excommunicate and wholly cast out of the 
church.^ And as, in the ancient churches, 
there were, and, in the reformed churches, 
there now are, different degrees of censures, 
according to the different degrees of offences, 
so, in the Jewish church, the like may be ob- 
served, both concerning ceremonial undean- 
ness and moral offences. Touching the for- 
mer, that law, Num. v. 2, " Command the 
children of Israel that they put out of the 
camp every leper, and every one that hath 
an issue, and whosoever is defiled by the 
dead," hath been understood by the Jewish 
doctors respective ,• that is, that the leper 
was put out of all the three camps, the camp 
of Israel, the camp of the Levites, and the 
camp of divine majesty, which was the ta- 
bernacle : he that an issue might be in the 
camp of Israel, but was put out of the other 
two. He that was defiled by the dead, was 
only restrained from the camp of divine ma- 
jesty, for which also see before, book i. chap. 
10. And touching moral offences, there 
were several steps and degrees in the Jewish 
excommunication, as Mr Selden hath ob- 
served from the Talmudists; for, first, a 
man was separate from .the congregation for 
thirty days, and if thereafter he was found 
obstinate, he was separate for other thirty 
days, and if after sixty days he did not re- 
pent, then they passed from the lesser ex- 
communication to the greater ; that is, from 
niddui and shammatta (as he thinketh) to 
cherem or anathema. The author of the 
Queries, while he argueth in that first query, 
against the suspending, from the sacrament, 
of a person not excommunicated, nor wholly 
cast out of the church, closeth in this parti- 
cular, with them of the separation (which I 
beUeve he did it not intended to do); for 
they, in one of their letters in answer to the 
second letter of Fr. Junius, written to them, 
where they bring eleven exceptions against 
the Dutch churches, one of these exceptions 
was that " they use a new censure of sus- 
pension, which Christ hath not appointed." 
They do hold excommunication to be an 
ordinance of Christ, but do reject the dis- 
tinction of suspension and excommunication, 
as Mr Prynne doth. 

1 Ibidem etiam ezhortationes, castigationefl, et 
censnra divina. Nam et jndicatar magno cum pon- 
dere at apnd certos de Dei conspecta : sammumqae 
futnri jadicii praejudicium est, si quis ita deliqaerit, 
nt a commnnicatioDe orationis, et conyentns, et om- 
nis sancti commercii relegetur. 
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Tenthly, The true state of the present 
question is not, Whether the parliament 
should establish the power of suspending 
scandalous persons from the sacrament, as 
jure divino (nay, let divines assert that, 
and satisfy people's consciences in it ; but let 
the parliament speak in an authoritative and 
legislative way, in adding their civil sanc- 
tion). Nor, whether there ought to be any 
suspension from the sacrament of scandalous 
persons, not yet excommunicated and cast 
out of the church ; and that the eldership 
should do it; for the ordinance of parliament 
hath so far satisfied the desires of the re- 
verend Assembly, and of the generality of 
^dly people, that there is to be a suspen- 
aon of scandalous persons (not excommu- 
nicated^ from the sacrament, and power is 
grantea to the eldership to suspend from the 
sacrament for such scandals as are enu- 
merate in the ordinances of Oct. 20, 1645, 
and March 14, 1645. Which ordinances do 
appoint, that all persons, or any person, that 
shall commit such or such an offence, shall 
be by the eldership suspended from the sa- 
crament, upon confession of the party, or 
upon the testimony of two credible wit- 
nesses. So that in truth the stream of Mr 
Prynne's exceptions runneth against that 
which is agreed and resolved upon in parlia- 
ment ; and his arguments (if they prove 
anything) must necessarily conclude against 
that power already granted by parliament 
to elderships. And now if he will speak to 
that point which is in present public agi- 
tation, he must lay aside his Queries and 
his Vindication thereof, and write another 
book to prove that the Assembly, and other 
godly ministers and people, ought to rest sa- 
tisfied (in point of conscience) with the power 
granted to elderships to suspend from the 
sacrament in the enumerate cases, and that 
there is not the like reason to keep off scan- 
dalous persons from the sacrament for other 
scandals beside these enumerate in the ordi- 
nance of parliament. Nay, and he must 
confine himself within a narrower circle 
than so ; for the parliament hath been 
pleased to think of some course for new 
emergent cases, that the door may not be 
shut for the future upon the remonstrances 
of elderships concerning cases not expressed, 
I know the gentleman is free to choose his 
own theme to treat of, and he may handle 
what cases of conscience he shall think fit 
for the church's edification. But since he 
professethin the conclusion of his Four Ques^ 



tions and in the preface before his Vindica^ 
tion, and in divers other passages, that his 
scope is to expedite a regular settlement of 
church discipline, without such a power of 
suspending the scandalous as now is desired to 
be settled in the new elderships, and mani- 
festly reflecteth upon one of the Assembly's 
petitions concerning that business, as hath 
been said; yea, the first words of his Queries 
tell us, he spoke to the point in present 
public agitation, the case standing thus: I 
must put him in mind (under favour) that 
he hath not been a little out of the way, 
nor a little wide from the mark. 

And if the question were. Which of these 
tenets (Mr Prynne's or ours) concerning 
suspension, doth best agree with the mind 
of the parliament? let us near their own ordi- 
nance, dated March 14, 1645, — ^the words are 
these : " Yet were the fundamentals and 
substantial parts of that government long 
since settled in persons by and over whom it 
was to be exercised, and the nature, extent, 
and respective subordination of their power 
was limited and defined; only concerning 
the administration of the sacrament of the 
Lord's supper — ^how all such persons as were 
guilty of notorious and scandalous offences 
might be suspended from it — some difficulty 
arising, not so much in the matter itself, as 
in the manner, — ^how it should be done, and 
who should be the judges of the offence ; the 
lords and commons having it always in their 
purpose and intention, and it being accord- 
ingly declared and resolved by them that 
all sorts of notorious scandalous offenders 
should he suspended from the sacrament -^ 
which is the very point so much opposed by 
Mr Prynne ; for tne controversy moved by 
him is not so much concerning the manner, 
or who should be the judges, as concerning 
the matter itself; he contending that all 
sorts, of notorious scandalous offenders should 
not be suspended from the sacrament, but 
only such as are excommunicated and ex- 
cluded from the hearing of the word, prayer, 
and all other public ordinances. 

Having now removed so many mistakes 
of the true state of the question, that which is 
in controversy is plainly this : Whether, ac- 
cording to the word of God, there ought to be 
in the elderships of churches a spiritual power 
and authority, by which they that are called 
brethren, that is, church members, or offi- 
cers, for the public scandal of a profane life, 
or of pernicious doctrine, or for a private 

offence obstinately continued in after ad- 

X 
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monitions, and so growing to a public scan- 
dal, are, upon proof of such scandal, to be 
suspended from the Lord's table until signs 
of repentance appear in them ; and if they 
continue contumacious, are in the name of 
Jesus Christ to be excommunicate and cut 
off from all membership and communion 
with the church, and their sins pronounced 
to be bound on earth, and by consequence in 
heaven, until by true and sincere repent- 
ance they turn to God, and by the declara- 
tion of such repentance be reconciled unto 
the church. The affirmative is the received 
doctrine of the reformed churches, where- 
unto I adhere. The first part of it, concern- 
ing suspension, is utterly denied by Mr 
Prynne, which breaketh the concatenation 
and order of church discipline held forth in 
the question now stated. Whether he de- 
nieth also excommunication by elderships to 
be an ordinance and institution of Christ, 
and only holdeth it to be lawful and war- 
rantable by the word of God, I am not cer- 
tain. If he do, then he holds the total ne- 
gative of this present question. However, I 
am sure he hath gone about to take away 
some of the principal scriptural foundations 
and pillars upon which excommunication 
is built. As touching the gradation and 
order in the question as now stated,^ it is 
meant 'positively and exclusively^ that such 
a gradation not only may, but ought to be 
observed ordinarily (which Mr Prynne de- 
nieth), although I deny not that for some 
public, enormous, heinous abominations, there 
may be (without such degrees of proceed- 
ing) a present cutting off by excommunica- 
tion, ^ut this belongs not to the present 
controversy. 



CHAPTER II. 

WHETHER MATT. XVIII. 16 — 17, PROVE EX- 
COMMUNICATION. 

The second point of difference is concern- 
ing Matt, xviii. Mr Prynne, in the first of 
his Four Questions, told us that the words, 
Matt, xviii. 17, " Let him be to thee as an 
heathen man and a publican," are meant 
only of personal private trespasses between 
man and man, not public scandalous sins 

^ Yea, now also, it appeareth by his IHotrephea 
CcOeehited, that he denieth and opposeth excommu- 
nication itself, at least under a Christian magistrate. 



against the congregation ; and that it is not 
said, " Let him be to the whole church, but 
let him be to thee," &c. This I did in my 
Sermon retort ; for if to thee, for a personal 
private trespass, much more to the whole 
church, for a public scandalous sin, whereby 
he trespasseth against the whole congrega- 
tion. Yea, it followeth upon his interpreta- 
tion, that he may account the whole cnurch 
as heathens and publicans, if all the mem- 
bers of the church do him a personal injury; 
whereupon I left this to be considered by 
every man of understanding. Whether, if a 

Erivate man may account the whole church aa 
eathens and publicans for a personal injury 
done to himself alone, it will not follow, that 
much more the whole church may account 
a man as an heathen and publican for a pub- 
lic scandalous sin against the whole church. 
Mr Prynne, in his Vindication, p. 3, gkn- 
ceth at this objection ; but he takes notice 
only of the half of it ; and he is so far from 
turning off my retortion, that he confirmeth 
it ; for p. 4, he confesseth that every Chris- 
tian hatn free power, by God's word, to es- 
teem not only a particular brother, but all 
the members of a congregation, as heathens 
and publicans, if he or they continue impen- 
itent in the case of private injuries, after ad- 
monition. Now my exception against his 
Query remains unanswered. If I may es- 
teem the whole church as heathens and pub- 
licans, when they do me an injury and con- 
tinue impenitent therein, may not the whole 
church esteem me as an heathen man and a 
publican, when I commit a public and scan- 
dalous trespass against the whole church, 
and continue impenitent therein? Shall a 
private man have power to cast off the whole 
church as heathens and publicans, and shall 
not the whole church have power to cast off 
one man as an heathen and publican ? I 
know he understands those words, "Let him 
be to thee as an heathen man and a pub- 
lican," in another sense than either the re- 
formed churches do or the ancient churches 
did, and takes the meaning to be of avoid- 
ing fellowship and familiarity with him, be- 
fore any sentence of excommunication passed 
against the offender. But, however, my ar- 
gument from proportion will hold : if civil 
fellowship must be refused, because of ob- 
stinacy in a civil injury, why shall not spi- 
ritual or church fellowship be refused to him 
that hath committed a spiritual injury or 
trespass against the church ? If private fel- 
lowsnip ought to be denied unto him that 



will not repent of a private injury, why shall 
not public fellowship, in eating and drinking 
with the church at the Lord's table, be de- 
nied unto him that will not repent of a pub- 
lic scandal given to the congregation ? Are 
the rules of church fellowsnip looser and 
wider than the rules of civil fellowship, or 
are they straiter ? Is the way of communion 
of saints broader than the way of civil com- 
munion, or is it narrower? Peradventure 
he will say, that the whole church, that is, 
all the members of the church, have power 
to withdraw from an obstinate scandalous 
brother ; that is, to have no fraternal con- 
verse or private Christian fellowship with 
him. Well then, if thus far he be as an hea- 
then and a publican to the whole church dis- 
tributively, how shall he be as a Christian 
brother to the whole church collectively ? If 
all the members of the church severally 
withdraw fellowship from him, even before 
he be excommunicated, how shall the whole 
church together be bound to keep fellowship 
with him till he be excommunicated ? In- 
stead of loosing such knots, Mr Prynne un- 
dertakes to prove another thing, — ^that this 
text of Matthew is not meant of excommu- 
nication or church censures, and that the 
church in this text was not any ecclesiastical 
consistory (here he citeth Josephus, as if he 
had spoken of that text), but only the san- 
hedrim or court of civil justice. But though 
all this were true which he saith, yet there 
may be a good argument drawn by necessary 
consequence from this text, to prove excom- 
munication; which Grotius did well per- 
ceive ; for in his annotations upon the place, 
after he hath told his opinion that excom- 
munication is not meant in this text, he 
addeth, that he hath elsewhere spoken of 
the antiquity and necessity of excommuni- 
cation : Qtuinquam ad earn ex hoc etiam 
loco non absurde argumentum dud posse^ 
nan negaverim: though I will not deny, 
saith he, that even from this place, the 
argument may be drawn to excommunica- 
tion without any absurdity. My argument 
afore-mentioned will hold good even from 
Mr Prynne's own exposition. Thus far I 
have gone upon a concession ; now to the 
confutation. Before I come to his reasons, I 
observe in his margin, a double mistake of 
the testimony of Scapula. First, he sends 
US to Scapula to learn that ericXijff/a signifieth 
any civil assembly or council, as well as an 
ecclesiastical presbytery. Yes : Scapula tells 
us it hath, in heathen writers, a general sig- 



nification, to express any assembly called 
forth; but he added immediately, that in 
the writings of Christians, it signifieth the 
assembly of such as are called to eternal life, 
and do profess Christian religion. Since, 
therefore, it hath not the same signification 
in heathen writings, and in the New Testa- 
ment, he should have showed us where the 
word kKK\rii3ia in the New Testament doth 
signify a civil court of justice. I hope the 
Holy Ghost did speak so in this place as he 
might be understood, and to take the word 
church here, in that sense which it hath 
nowhere else in the New Testament, doth 
not agree with that received maxim, — ^that 
Scripture is to be expounded by Scripture. 
I find, indeed, the word eKKXriata used for 
a civil assembly, Acts xix. 39, 41 ; but as 
that is an heathen assembly, so it is not the 
evangelist Luke's expression otherwise than 
recitative ; that is, ne mentioneth an hea- 
then assembly under that name by which 
heathens themselves called it. His other mis- 
take of Scapula is, the citing of him for that 
assertion, tnat the church in this text is not 
an ecclesiastical consistory ; whereas Scapula 
doth expound the church. Matt, xviii., to be 
meant of the presbytery or college of elders 
(as Stephani Thesaurus doth also) ;^ and hav- 
ing told that the word signifieth the whole 
Christian church, also particular congrega- 
tions, he addeth two more restricted signifi- 
cations : sometimes it signifieth a Christian 
family, sometimes the presbytery; for this 
last he citeth Matt, xviii. Now I proceed to 
Mr Prynne's reasons : — 

First, saith he, This text " speaks not at 
all of public scandalous sin against the church 
or congregation, the proper object of church 
censures, but only of private civil trespasses 
between man and man, as is evident by 
the words, * If thy brother trespass against 
thee, go and tell lum his fault between him 
and thee,'" &c. Ans, We have ever un- 
derstood that place of such trespasses which 
grow public saterwards by the offender's 
obstinacy after admonition. Yet the tres- 
pass here meant^ may be often such as even 
at first is scandalous to more than one. Such 
a case falleth under Christ's rule here, and 
is not excluded. Wherein observe Durand 
upon the fourth book of the Master of Sen- 



1 l^ph. Restringitnr et alio modo hutXnf'm ad sy- 
nedrium sen presbyteriamy id est seniomm colle- 
gium, ut Matt, xviii. So Marlorat in Thesauro saith, 
that the word tccUsia is taken pro scnatu ecclesi- 
astico, Matt, xviii. 17. 
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fences, dist. 19, quest. 4, " But if (saith he) 
the sin be not altogether secret, nor alto- 
gether known; that is, such as is known to 
many by whom he maj be convicted, or he 
is ill reported of among grave persons, 
thoujgh the public fame be not a^nst him, 
so the procedure which Christ hath set us 
in the gospel, seemeth to have place, to wit, 
that first he may be secretly admonished 
concerning his amendment ; which if it pro- 
fit not, that he may be admonished concern- 
ing his amendment before those who know 
the fact; but if that also do not profit, that 
then he may be declared to the church." 
But if we should grant that no other tres- 
pass is meant here but a private trespass, 
yet I ask, is there no trespass but that wnich 
is civil ? The schoolmen writing de scandalo 
will tell him that one brother trespasseth 
against another when he scandaliseth nim by 
any sinful example, though without any civil 
injury. Nay, it is the greatest trespass 
which is committed against the soul of our 
neighbour : scandal is soul-murder. It is a 
breach of the law of love, not only by omis- 
sion, but by commieslon. He that is com- 
manded to edify his brother, and then giv- 
eth scandal to him, doth he not trespass 
against his brother ? The Uke answer I re- 
turn to that which he addeth, that '^ Luke, 
relating the same thing without any die 
ecclesicB, Luke xviii. 3, 4, puts it out of 
question, if compared with Gen. lii. 31 
(there is no such scripture) 1 Sam. xxv. 28." 
What : out of question? Doth he not find 
scandalous sins in the two verses immediately 
preceding in Luke, and thereupon it is imme- 
diately added, " Take heed to yourselves, if 
thy brother trespass against thee, rebuke 
him, and if he repent, forgive him." Can- 
not a Christian rebuke liis brother who 
scandaliseth him, and if he repent, forgive 
him ? Luke needed not add die ecclesioB, 
because he speaks of a repenting brother, 
not of an impenitent brother, after private 
admonition. And that scandalous trespasses 
are understood. Matt, xviii. 19 (as Augus- 
tine, Tostatus, and many others have ob- 
served), may thus appear: 1. Scandals are the 
greatest and worst trespasses, as hath been 
said, and " Woe unto the world because of 
oftences." Surely Jesus Christ did intend to 
provide a remedy against the greatest evils 
rather than against the lesser. 2. Christ 
would not be judge of civil injuries, Luke 
xii. 14, how can it be then supposed that 
he giveth here laws concerning civil rather 



than spiritual injuries ? 3. Christ saith, *^ If 
he shall hear (not repair) thee, thou hast 
gained (not thy goods, or thy good name, or 
the Uke , but) thy brother." Intimating, that 
it is not a man's own interest, but the rescu- 
ing of his brother's soul ^m sin and scan- 
dm, which is here sought. Mr Frynne him- 
self confirmeth it not a little ; for he takes 
the meaning to be of avoiding a brother's 
company, in the case of a civil or private in- 
jury, if he *^ continue impenitent after ad- 
monition." Now, what if he that hath done 
the injury make full reparation, and all real 
satisfaction to the brother injured, and yet 
continue impenitent, showing no symptom 
at all of repentance, must he not, by Mr 
Frynne's exposition, be esteemed as an hea- 
then man and a publican, because of his visi- 
ble and scandalous impenitency? How often 
hath it been seen, that a man was compelled 
by law, or persuaded by firiends to make a real 
restitution and full satisfaction for a civil or 
personal injury, and yet hath given very great 
scandal by his impenitency, not so mudi as 
confessing, but still defending and justifying 
his sinful act, in his discourses ? 4. The de- 
pendency upon the preceding parts of that 
chapter confirmeth it. From uie beginning of 
the chapter to this very text, ver. 16, Christ 
hath been upon the doctrine of scandals, 
warning us not to offend so much as one of 
his Uttle ones, which he presseth by divers 
arguments. 5. The Erastians and we do both 
agree in this, that Christ here hath a re- 
spect to the Jewish government. Now, the 
trespasses for which men were excommuni- 
cated by the Jewish sanhedrim were scan- 
dalous trespasses, such as the despising of 
any of the precepts of the law of Moses, or 
statutes of the scribes ; the doing of servile 
work upon Easter eve; the mentioning of 
the name of God rashly, or by a vain oath ; 
the inducing of others to profane the name 
of God, or to eat holy things without the 
holy place, and the like. More of this else- 
where, in the twenty-four causes of the Jew- 
ish excommunication. 6. Mr Frynne ex- 
poundeth this text in Matthew by 1 Cor. 
V. 9 — 12, but there the Apostle intends the 
purging of the church from scandals, whe- 
ther those scandals have any private injury in 
them or not. Instance in idolatry and drunk- 
enness there mentioned. 7« I can also (with- 
out yielding the least advantage to the Eras- 
tian cause) admit and suppose that which is so 
much pressed both by Erastus, Mr Frynne, 
and others, viz., that these words, " If thy 
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brother trespass against thee," are spoken of 
a personal injury between man and man. 
Though I do not grant the thing, yet I am 
content, even upon their own supposition, to 
argue from this text. And first, it may be 
answered with Aegidius de Goninck, de Ac- 
tib. Supemat, disp. 28, dub. 8, that Christ 
doth not speak of the case of personal injuries, 
as if he meant to restrict unto such cases the 
order of proceeding for gaining of the offend- 
er's soul from sin, " but only for example's 
sake he brought such kind of sin, of which it 
might have been most doubted, whether in 
the reproof thereof this order be to be kept, 
and in which it can be most hardly observed, 
in respect of the innate desire of revenge in 
many."^ 2. Let our opposites themselves 
say, whether we ought not, in conscience and 
duty, endeavour the gaining of an offending 
brother's soul, when we see him commit a 
trespass against God, which is no peroonal 
injury to ourselves, as well as when the tres- 
pass is a personal injury ? 3. As this order 
of proceedmg here prescribed by Christ, is 
(in the case of a personal injury) the great- 
est trial of Christian love m the person of- 
fended, so it may (by God's blessing) be the 
stronger and more efficacious upon the per- 
son onending, to conquer and overcome his 
spirit, while ^e that might prosecute him in 
a legal and criminal way. cometh in meek- 
ness and love to admonish him, and to en- 
deavour the gaining of him from sin by re- 
pentance : which is the observation of Chry- 
sostom upon the place, — " For if he that 
might demand punishment upon him, even 
that man be seen to be taking care of his 
salvation, this, most of all other things, is 
able to make him ashamed, and to yield." 
4. If it be a civil and personal injury ma- 
terially, yet it comes not in here under that 
formal consideration, but partly as a scandal 
to him that hath received the injury (so that 
Chrysostom doth rightly make this text to 
hang together with that which was said be- 
fore in the same chapter concerning scan- 
dals) partly as a som-destroying sin upon 
him that doth the wrong, which doth en- 
danger his salvation. And if under such a 
notion private injuries be here spoken of, 
then what have our opposites gained? 5. The 
scope also is not civil but wholly spiritual ; 



1 Sed solum exempli cansa attnlit tale genns pec- 
cati, de quo mazime poterat dnbitari, an in ejns 
correptione hie ordo seryandns sit, et in qno diffi- 
cillime seryetur, ob innatam multis cupiditatem 
vindictsB. 



which Chrysostom doth very well explain, 
Horn, 60 in Matt. « What is it? « If he shall 
hear thee,' if he shall be persuaded to con- 
demn himself of sin, ' thou hast gained thy 
brother.' He saith not thou hast a sufficient 
'punishment or satisfaction^ but ' thou hast 
gained thy brother.' (And after). He saith 
not accuse, nor censure, nor demand punish- 
ments, but convince, saith he." Tne con- 
text confirmeth it; for these words are im- 
mediately added after the parable of bring- 
ing home the lost sheep. Which parable we 
have also Luke xv. (wnere it is not applied 
to the reducing of such as have done private 
injuries, but of pubUcans and sinners who 
were publicly scandalous ; this I thought 
good to note by the way). Ammonius Alex- 
andrinus, de Quatuor Evang, Consonantia, 
cap. 96, 97, doth together with the parable 
of the lost sheep add also the other two, of 
the lost penny and the lost son, immediately 
before these words, " If thy brother tres- 
pass against thee," &c. 6. And suppose 
that the business hath its rise and beginning 
from a personal injury, ver. 15, yet the tres- 
pass for which the man is to be held as a 
neathen and a publican, is a public scandal- 
ous sin against the church or congregation, 
namely, his neglecting to hear the church, 
ver. 17; for it is not nis first trespass, but 
his contumacy against the church, which, 
by this text, is to make him esteemed as an 
heathen and a publican. 

Before I leave this point, I will answer 
the chief argument by which Erastus would 
prove that this text is meant only of private 
civil injuries; because, saith he, the trespass 
here spoken of is no other than what one 
brother may forrive to another. I answer, 
both he and Mr Frynne do suppose this text, 
Matt. XV. 16, 17, to be parallel to that in 
Luke xvii. 3, 4, which they take for granted, 
without proof or reason. Certainly there is 
a great difference between the purpose and 
scope of the one place and of the other. It 
will be replied, that even in this very chap- 
ter. Matt, xviii., the next thing which fol- 
lows, ver. 21, is concerning personal injuries 
which one brother can and ought to forgive 
to another. " Then came Peter to him and 
said, Lord, how oft shall my brother sin 
against me, and I forgive him," &c. To 
that I answer, 1. We cannot gather from 
the text that Peter did propound this ques- 
tion immediately after, or upon occasion of, 
that which went before, ver. 16 — 17, &c., 
where nothing is spoken of one brother's 
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forgiving another. We read, Luke viii. 19, 
" Then came to him his mother and his 
brethren,'* &c.; yet the meaning is not that 
his mother and his brethren came to him 
immediately after his speaking of the words 
before mentioned by Luke m that place; 
for that it was not after these, but after 
other words, is plain from the harmony of 
the other evangelists, Matthew and Mark. 
So here these words, " Then came Peter," 
may very well relate to a new business and 
to another time. 2. Or if it was the same 
time, it might be said, " Then came Peter;" 
that is, Peter being absent, and not having 
heard that which Christ had been before 
speaking, he came immediately after, and 
did propound a new question. 3. Suppose, 
also, that Peter was present and heard all 
which liad been before spoken, yet it is much 
doubted among interpreters whence Peter 
had the rise and occasion of that question. 
Some think it was upon his calling to mind 
those words in the rule of prayer, " Even as 
we forgive those who trespass against us." 
Others conceive the occasion of his question 
was that which was said, ver. 19, '* Again, I 
say unto you, if two of you shall agree on 
earth," supposing that agreement (and con- 
sequently forgiving of injuries) is necessary 
to make our prayers the more effectual. For 
my part, I think it not improbable that 
whatever the occasion of the question was, 
ver. 21 beginneth a new and distinct pur- 
pose, which I take to be the reason why the 
Arabic here makes an intercision, and be- 
ginneth the fifty-eighth section of Matthew 
at those words, " Then came Peter and said, 
Lord, how oft," &c. 4. And if ver. 21 have 
a dependence upon that which went before, 
it may be conceived, thus : Christ had said, 
" If thy brother trespass against thee, go 
and tell him his fault between thee and him 
alone," which supposeth a continuance of 
the former Christian fellowship and frater- 
nal familiarity, and that we must not cast off 
a scandalous brother as lost, or as an enemy, 
but admonish him as a brother. This might 
give occasion to Peter to ask, " Lord, how oft 
^all my brother sin against me," that is, 
scandalise me by his sin against God (for even 
in Luke xvii. 3, 4, that of forgiving one that 
trespasseth against us, is added immediately 
after a doctrine of scandals), " and I forgive 
him," that is, as Grotius expounds it, re- 
store him to the former degree of friendship 
and intimate familiarity, to deal with him 
thus as with a brother; which he well dis- 



tinguisheth from that other forgiving which 
is not a revenging. And so much of Mr 
Prynne's first reason. 

His second reason is, because the mention 
of two or three witnesses, ver. 16, relateth 
" only to the manner of trying civil capital 
crimes (as murders and the like) before the 
civil magistrates of the Jews, &c., not to any 
proceeding in ecclesiastical causes, in their 
ecclesiastical consistories, of which we find no 
precedent." 

Ans, 1. If this hold, then the text must 
not be expounded indefinitely of civil in- 
juries (as he did before) but of civil capital 
injuries ; whereas Erastus takes the meaning 
to be of smaller offences only, and not of ca- 
pital crimes. 2. The law concerning two or 
three witnesses is neither restricted to ca- 
pital crimes nor to civil judicatories. I appeal 
to the ordinance of parliament, dated Octo- 
ber 20, 1646, " The eldership of every con- 
gregation shall judge the matter of scandal 
aforesaid, being not capital, upon the testi- 
mony of two credible witnesses, at the least." 
That law, therefore, /of witnesses is alike ap- 
plicable to all causes and courts, ecclesiastical 
and civil, Deut. xix. 30, " One witness shall 
not rise up against a man for any iniquity, or 
for any sin, m any sin that he sinneth ; at the 
mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of 
three witnesses, shall the matter be establish- 
ed." And the same law is in the New Tes- 
tament clearly applied to proceedings in ec- 
clesiastical causes, 2 Cor. xiii. 1; again, 1 
Tim. V. 19, " Against an elder receive not 
an accusation but before two or three wit- 
nesses," which is not spoken to any civil ma- 
gistrate, but to Timotny, and others joined 
with him in church government. 

His third reason doth only beg what is in 
question, that by the church is not meant 
any ecclesiastical but a civil court of the 
Jews. He needed not to cite so many places 
to prove that the Jews had civil courts ; if 
he could but cite one place to prove that 
they had no ecclesiastical courts, this were 
to the purpose. Not that I grant that at 
this time the Jews had any civil jurisdiction 
or Jewish court of justice ; for after that 
Herod the Great did kill Hircanus and the 
sanhedrim (in the opinion of many learned 
men), the Jews had no more any civil juris- 
diction. Now Herod the Great was dead 
before the time of Christ's ministry. Others 
think they had some civil jurisdiction a 
while after Hircanus's death. However he 
cannot prove that at this time, when Christ 
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said, " Tell the church," the Jews had any 
civil court of justice, which did exercise 
either criminal or capital judgments. I 
have in the first book showed out of Bux- 
torff, L'Empereur, Casaubon, and J. Goch 

Swho prove what they say from the Talmu- 
iical writers), that forty years before the 
destruction of the temple (and so before 
Christ said, " Tell the church,") the court 
of civil justice at Jerusalem did cease. If 
Mr Prynne make anything of this gloss of 
his, he must prove : 1. That there was no 
ecclesiastical court among the Jews (I have 
before proved that that council of the Jews 
in Christ's time was an ecclesiastical court, 
though he conceives it was merely civil). 2. 
That a private civil injury might not then, 
nor may not now, be brought before a civil 
court, except after several previous admoni- 
tions despised. 3. That Christ's rule, " Tell 
the churcn," was antiquated, and ceased when 
a civil court of justice among the Jews ceased. 
If he say that the same rule continueth for 
telling the civil magistrate in case the of- 
fender prove obstinate afler admonition, 
then I ask, 1. How will he reconcile him- 
self? for p. 4, he saith, the church in this 
text is " only the sanhedrim or court of 
civil justice among the Jews." 2. If this 
text, Matt, xviii., was applicable to the pri- 
mitive church after the destruction of Jeru- 
salem, and when there was no Jewish san- 
hedrim to go to, then the pagan magistracy 
must pass under the name of the church, 
for they had no other civil court of justice to 
go to. 

One thing I must needs take notice of, 
that whereas he would prove here that 
" Tell the church" is nothing but. Tell the 
civil court of justice among tne Jews, com- 
monly called the council, saith he, or san- 
hedrim, he doth hereby overthrow all that 
he hath been building ; for the Jewish san- 
hedrim at that time had not power to judge 
civil nor criminal, and, least of all, capital 
offences, but only causes ecclesiastical, the 
Romans having taken from them their civil 
government, and left them no government 
nor jurisdiction, except in matters of reli- 
gion. I hope Mr Prynne will not in this 
contradict Erastus ;^ and if so, how shall his 



1 Confirm. Thesinm, lib. 2, cap. 2.— Quis nescit 
illo tempore judeos sab Romania yixisse, ac prie- 
sidem eorum petentibus omnibns jua dicere solitum 
fuisse ? Ciyilem potentiam ad se omnem fore per 
raxerant, rellcta poteatate ipais de rebna aaciia judi- 
candi, et secandum legia ceremonias yivendL Idem, 



gloss stand, that this text is to be under- 
stood of civil injuries, yea, and of these only, 
for remedy whereof he conceives that Christ 
sends his disciples to the Jewish sanhedrim? 
How sweetly do his tenets agree together. 

His fourth reason is, that those words, 
" Let him be to thee as an heathen man 
and a publican," cannot signify excommuni- 
cation, *^ because heathen men, being never 
members of the church, could never be ex- 
communicated or cast out of it, being inca- 
pable of such a censure. As for publicans, 
those of them who were members of the 
Jewish church, though they were execrable 
to the Jews by reason of their tax-gather- 
ings and oppressions, yet we never read in 
Scripture that they were excommunicated 
or cast out of their synagogues, but con- 
trarily, that they went up into the temple 
to pray, as well as the Pnarisees, and were 
more acceptable to Christ himself," &c. So 
likewise Sutlivius (against Beza), de Pres* 
hyt, cap. 9, p. 57. I answer, 1. By a retor- 
tion. Mr Prynne, p. 4, expounds these 
words, '' Let him be unto thee as an hea- 
then man and a publican," to be meant of 
avoiding familiar fellowship with the bro- 
ther that hath committed a civil trespass, 
and keeping no more civil company with 
him. Now I argue thus ad hominem : 
This cannot be the meaning which he gives, 
because heathens, being never admitted into 
familiar fellowship and company with the 
Jews (who might not marry nor familiarly 
converse with them, as himself proveth, p. 
4), could never be cast out of their fellow- 
ship and company, being incapable of any 
sucn thing. If our exposition of excommu- 
nication must drive us to acknowledge that 
heathens were formerly members of the Jew- 
ish church, his exposition of avoiding fami- 
liar fellowship, must drive him to acknow- 
ledge that formerly the heathens were admit- 
ted into familiar fellowship with the Jews. 

2. Those words, iarotaoi, "let him be unto 
thee," &c., do not look backward, but for- 
ward ; neither is the matching and compar- 
ing of the scandalous impenitent brother 
with an heathen, d priori, but d posteriori ; 
so that no comparison is to be made between 
the preterite estate of an offending brother, 
and the preterite estate of an heathen man, 
but between the future estate of an offend- 

lib. 3, cap. 1. — Interim tamen parebant Romania : 
neque in aliia rebua poteatatem aeryaverant inte- 
gram, qnam in rebna ad religionem moreaque patrios 
pertinentibua. 
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ing obstinate brother, and the present estate 
of an heathen man. 

3. "Let him be unto thee as an heathen," 
is as much as, Hiive no communion nor fel- 
lowship with him in the holy assemblies nor 
in the temple ; for heathens were not per- 
mitted to come into the temple, Ezek. xliv. 
7, 9 ; Acts xxi. 28 ; whereupon Paul is ac- 
cused for bringing Greeks into the temple, 
and so polluting that holy place, Acts xxi. 
28; heathens were excluded from atrium 
Israelisy the court of Israel, which was 
without the court of the priests. There was 
without the court of Israel, atrium Gen- 
tium^ the court of the heathen, otherwise 
called intermurahy because it lay between 
the temple and the outer wall mentioned 
Ezek. xlii. 20. Into this utmost court, or tn- 
termurahf heathen men were admitted to 
come and worship there, according to that, 
1 Kings viii. 41 ; 2 Chron. vi. 32. They 
might not only come into the Holy Land, 
but to the Holy City, and not only to the 
Holy City, but to the mountain of the house 
of the Loni ; yea, not only to the mountain 
of the temple, but within the outer wall ; 
yet into the court of Israel, which was pro- 
perly the first or outer court of the temple, 
they were forbidden to enter. He tnat 
would be iurther satisfied that these things 
were so, let him read Josephus, Antiq, lib. 
15, cap. 14; Tostatus in 1 Kings yiii. quest. 
21 ; Arias Montanus, de sacr. Fabric, p. 15 ; 
Azorius Instit, Moral, tom. 1, lib. 6, chap. 
53 ; L'Empereur Annot. in Cod. Middoth, 
cap. 2, sect. 3. Peradventure you will say, 
if it was thus, then an excommunicate per- 
son, being esteemed as an heathen, must not 
get leave to hear the word, nor at all to en- 
ter into the places of public assemblies where 
the word was preached. Av^, I will not 
now debate that point ; others have debated 
it with the Anabaptists, who hold that ex- 
communicate persons ought not to be ad- 
mitted to the hearing of the word : Luc. 
Osiand, Enchirid. contra Anab. cap. 6, 
quest. 2. But, however, it doth not follow 
upon what I have said, that excommunicate 
persons must be wholly excluded from hear- 
mg the word ; First, Because the places of 
our public worship have no sacramental sig- 
nificancy or holiness, as the temple and ta- 
bernacle had of old ; therefore, say the pro- 
fessors of Leyden, tiiere is not the like rea- 
son to exclude excommimicate persons whoUy 
from our temples, as there was excluding 
them from the temple of Jerusalem. Se- 



cond, Because both Christ, John x. 23, and 
the apostles. Acts v. 12, did use to preach 
in Solomon's porch. This porch so called 
was the great east porch in the intermuraUy 
whither heathens were admitted, and so 
they did hear the word, though they had no 
leave to come into the court of Israel, there 
to have fellowship with, or to be esteemed 
and reputed among the people of Grod.^ 
Yea, as Mr Selden tells us, de Jure Nat. et 
Gent., lib. 3, cap. 6, some understand by 
Solomon's porch. Acts iii. 11 ; v. 12, the very 
court of the Gentiles, into which they came 
to worship, which Gentiles were notwith- 
standing forbidden by a superscription, under 
pain of death, to enter into the court of Israel, 
or into that which Josephus calls the second 
temple. Josephus doth also make mention 
of four porches of the temple; into the utmost 
of which (and this is certainly meant of So- 
lomon's porch) it was lawful for heathens to 
come, contra Appron. lib. 2. 

4. For the other part, " Let him be mito 
thee as a pubUcan," if the meaning were no 
more but this. Avoid all fellowship and ^ 
miliarity with him, it doth not hurt our ex- 
position ; exclusion from the temple being 
clearly signified by his being " as an hea- 
then ;" and avoiding of fellowship with him 
being in the most emphatical manner fur- 
ther expressed by his being as a publican ; 
both these put together do the more fully 
hold forth excommunication: and in this 
sense some resolve the words. 

5. Yet let us see how Mr Prynne proves 
that the publicans were admitted into the 
temple or synagogues. He tells us that 
Christ received them or conversed with 
them, as if the meaning had been to com- 
pare an impenitent brother with penitent 
publicans, Luke xviii. 13, who drew near 
to Christ to hear him, Luke xv. 1 ; who 
lefl all and followed Christ, to be among his 
disciples. Matt. x. 3 ; Luke v. 27, 21 ; 
Mark ii. 15 ; who justified Grod, Luke vii. 
29 ; who knew themselves to be sick of soul- 
diseases. Matt. ix. 12, 13. These very places 
cited by himself make against him. How- 
ever the question is. How publicans were es- 
teemed 01 in the Jewish church (for that is 
the thing pointed at in those words, ^* Let 
him be unto thee as a publican") for that. 

1 Josephns Autiq., lib. SO, cap. 8. — Snasit Cpopn- 
Ins) regi nt orientalem instanraret porticnm. £a 
templi eztima clandebat, profandiB yalli et aogns- 
tsB imminens, &c. Opns Solomonis regis, qui pri- 
mus integnim templnm condidit. 
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He objecteth that publicans went up into the 
temple to pray. If he mean that publicans 
who were neither devout Jews nor pro- 
selytes, went up into the temple to pray, 
had access to and fellowship in the sacrifices 
and temple worship, as well as the Jews 
themselves, it is more than he can prove : 
if he mean that publicans who were Jews or 
proselytes, went up into the temple to pray, 
it helpeth him not, except he can prove that, 
when Christ saith, " Let him be unto 
thee as an heathen man and a publican," 
the meaning is of such a publican as was a 
devout Jew or proselyte. And if so, then 
he had to prove that the Jews did not keep 
civil company or fellowship, so much as with 
the religious publicans with whom they went 
together to the temple to pray and worship. 
This also he hath to prove, not that religious 
publicans (of whom Christ means not), but 
that impious infamous publicans, came to the 
temple. 

6. That passage, Luke xviii. 10, concerning 
the publican's going up to the temple to 
pray : First, It is expressly declared to be 
a parable, ver. 9, and therefore cannot prove 
the reality of the thing according to the 
letter, no more than an audible conference 
between Abraham and the rich man in hell 
can be proved from Luke xvi. 24 to the 
end of the chapter (though I believe that 
be a history related parabolically, as Vossius 
proveth in his Thesis) ; far less can a para- 
ble, properly so called, prove an historical 
narration. The meaning may be no other 
but this, — ^that if such a publican and such a 
Pharisee should go up to the temple to pray, 
then the one should depart justified, and 
the other not. 

7. I can also grant, without any prejudice 
to the business of excommunication, that the 
publican, yea, an execrable publican, did go 
up to the temple to pray ; for an excommu- 
nicate person among the Jews (as many 
think), so long as there was hope of his re- 
pentance, had leave to come into the outer 
court of the temple, yet so that they came 
in at the gate otthe mourners; and excom- 
municate persons were known by all that 
saw them to be excommunicate persons. 
More of this, book i. chap. 4. 

8. This very text. Lute xviii., helps us ; 
for it is said, ver. 13, " The publican stood 
afar oflF ;" that is (in the opinion of Diodati), 
" in some remote part of the first court of 
the temple," 1 Kings viii. 41. It is very 
probable (whereof see book i. chap. 9) that 



the intermurahy or atrium Gentium, is 
meant, which sometime hath the name of 
the temple. To the publican's standing afar 
off is opposed the rharisee's standing by 
himself, ver. 11, where I construct wpos 
eavrov with trradeis as Camero doth: so 
Camerarius and Beza, following the Syriac, 
and some old Greek copies : he stood apart 
by himself,--the very custom making it so, 
that the publican should not come near him, 
but stand in atrio Gentium, 

9. The reason why publicans are named 
as hateful and execrable persons, was not for 
civil respects, nor because publicans (for the 
Jews themselves did not refuse to keep com- 
pany with good and just publicans, as I shall 
prove afterwards) particularly; it was not for 
their tax-gathering (a particular mentioned 
by Mr Prynne, it seems to strengthen his 
exposition of civil injuries), but lor divers 
scandalous sins and abominable profaneness ; 
therefore publicans and sinners, publicans 
and harlots, publicans and gluttons, and 
wine-bibbers, are almost synonymous in the 
gospel. Matt. ix. 11 ; xi. 19 ; xxi. 32 ; Mark 
li. 16 ; Luke v. 30 ; and publicans are named 
as the worst of men. Matt. v. 46, 47, the most 
of them being so reputed. From all this 
which hath been said m answer to his fourth 
reason, it appeareth, that " Let him be to 
thee as an neathen and a publican," is more 
than he would make it : keep not any familiar 
company, or have no civil fellowship with 
him. And whereas, p. 4, he saith that Paul 
expressly interprets it so, 1 Cor. v. 10 — 12 ; 
2 Thes. iii. 4 ; Eph. v. 11 ; Rom. xvi. 17, 
I answer out of himself, in that same place, 
and p. 6, ** Let him be to thee as an hea- 
then," &c., is a phrase never used elsewhere 
in Scripture. How then saith he that Paul 
doth expressly interpret it ? Paul command- 
eth to withdraw fellowship (and that for any 
scandalous sin in a church member, althougn 
it be no private injury to us, as the places 
quoted by himself make it manifest), there- 
fore Paul doth expressly interpret that phrase, 
Matt, xviii., to be meant of withdrawing civil 
fellowship only. What consequence is there 
here? 

I come to his fifth and last reason, " The 
words nin only, * Let him be to thee as an 
heathen man and a publican,' not to the 
whole church." 

Ans. 1. This is the very thing he said 
in his first query, which is answered before. 
I shall only add here another answer out of 
Erastus, who argueth thus : One brother 

Y 
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should forgive another seventy times in a 
day, if the offending brother do so oft turn 
again and crave paraon ; therefore so should 
the church do to a sinner that craveth par- 
don, even as often as he doth crave pardon.^ 
For, saith he, there can be no just reason 
given wherefore the whole church ought not 
to do herein what church iftembers ought 
to do severally. If this be a good argument 
when Christ saith, " If thy brother repent, 
forgive him," Luke xvii. 3, 4 (by which place 
Mr Prynne expoundeth Matt, zviii. 15^, will 
it not be as good an argument, " Let him be 
to thee as an heathen and a publican," there- 
fore let him be such to the whole church, 
when the whole church is offended by his 
obstinacy and impenitence ? 

2. Those words, *' Let him be to thee," 
cannot be restrictive. It must be at least 
extended to all such as are commanded to 
rebuke their brother, and if, he continue ob- 
stinate, to tell the church. Now, the com- 
mandment for rebuking our brother that 
falls into a scandalous sin, is not restricted to 
him that is personally or particularly wrong- 
ed, but it is a common law of spiritual love. 
Lev. xix. 17. Yea, saith Mr Hildersham, 
lect. 36 on Psal. li., '^ Every man hath re- 
ceived a commandment from Christ, to in- 
form the governors of the church of such a 
brother as cannot otherwise be reformed ;" 
Matt, xviii. 17, " Tell the church." If it 
belong to every church member to reprove 
a scandalous sin, which his brother commit- 
teth in his sight or heaiing, or to his know- 
ledge, and, if he repent not, to tell the 
church, then it also belongs to every church 
member to esteem him as an heathen man 
and a publican if he hear not the church. 

3. The next words, " Whatsoever ye shall 
bind on earth shall be bound in heaven," be- 
ing spoken to the apostles, and in them to 
other ministers of Jesus Christ, do expound 
the former words, " Let him be unto thee," 
&c., to be meant not of private withdrawing 
of fellowship, but of a public church censure. 

4. The reason why Christ will have such 
an offender to be esteemed as an heathen 
man and a publican, is not the offence and 
fault first committed, but his obstinacy and 

1 Eraat. Confirm. Thes., lib. 2, p. 158.— Qnod uni 
dictum est, dictum toti est ecclesisB. At uni dictum 
est ut septuagies in die culpam deprecanti remittat. 
Ergo tota ecolesia deprecanti ignoscere debet, quo- 
tiescunque in die sibi ignosd petet. Nulla enim justa 
causa proferri poterit, curtota ecclesia non debeat 
&cere in hac causa, quod singulis ejus membris pras- 
ceptnm est 



contumacy in that offence, and his neglect- 
ing to hear the church. So that, suppose 
the offence had been a private or personal 
injury, yet that for which the offender is to 
be esteemed as an heathen and a publican 
toucheth the whole church, and is a general 
scandal to them all, namely, his contumacy 
and not hearing the church. How can it 
then be imagined, that Christ would only 
have one church member to esteem a man 
as an heathen and a publican, for that which 
is a common general scandal to the whole 
church? Munsterus, in his Annotations 
upon Matt, xviii.,^ doth better hit the mean- 
ing, that the offender is to be esteemed as 
an heathen man and a publican by those 
who did before admonish him, but were de- 
spised ; that is, by the church, whose admo- 
nitions being despised, they ought to cast 
out him who had despised them. 

5. And how can it be supposed that Christ 
would have one and the same person to be as 
an heathen man and a publican to one mem- 
ber of the church, and yet not to be as an 
heathen man and a publican, but as a brother 
received in fellowship, with the whole church? 
Sure this were a repugnancy between the 
judgment of the whole church, and the jud^ 
ment of one member of the church; and two 
things which are repugnant cannot be both 
of them agreeable to the will of Christ. 



CHAPTER III. 

A PARTHJER DEMONSTBATIOK THAT THESE 
WORDS, "let him be TO THEE AS AN 
HEATHEN MAN AND A PUBLICAN," ABE 
NOT MEANT OF AY0IDIN6 CIVIL, BUT KB- 

LIGIOUSy OR chuiu::h-f£llowship. 

I hope I have already made it to appear 
that, to draw excommunication from Matt, 
xviii., is not to extract water out of flint, as 
Mr Prynne supposeth, but that it cometh as 
liquids from the text, as water out of the 
fountain ; wherein I am the more confirm- 
ed, because Mr Frynne's exposition of these 
words, ^' Let him be to thee as an heathen 
man and a publican," cannot stand ; for he 

^ Quod si hos contemnat, indieetur eoelesise ejus 
pervicatia. £t si ne ecolesiam audierit, monitns 
scilicet a multis, habeatur ab ds veluti ethnicus et 
publicanus. Et qusscunque illi sic ligayerint, ligata 
habebuntur in csbUs, hoc est, quos ita monitos ejece- 
rint e suo consortio« ii etiam apud patrem ejecti ha- 
bebuntur. 
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takes the sense to be no more but this, Keep 
not any civil fellowship or company with 
such a one. Now, that this cannot be our 
Saviour's meaning, I prove thus : 

1. If a private man shall thus, at his own 
band, withdraw and separate from tm of- 
fending brother, as from an heathen man 
and a publican, what order, peace, or good 
government, can there be either in church 
or state P And all the odium cast upon ex- 
communication (as contrary to the spiritual 
privileges of Christians) will ML more heavy 
upon his own way, which brings any man 
(be he prince, parliament man, pastor, or 
whoever he be) under so much slavery to 
the lust of any private person, that he may 
be, by that person (and by ten thousand per- 
sons more, in case of so many civil injuries, 
not amended af^er complaint to the magis- 
trate) esteemed, avoided, and abhorred, as 
an heathen man and a publican. So that, in 
the issue, it may fall out that any man, how 
eminent or deserving soever he be in church 
or state, may be looked upon as an hea- 
then man and a publican, by ten thousand of 
the people, before ever he be so judged by 
any judicature. For instance, put the case, 
that a minister be judicially convicted to 
have wronged his parishioners in the mat- 
ter of smaO tithes, and they conceive him to 
persevere in the same injury, must, or may, 
each of them fly from him, a^ from an hea- 
then and a publican ? Put the case : A 
whole company think themselves wronged in 
pay or otherwise by their captain, or a whole 
regiment by their colonel, and, after com- 
plaint, find themselves not repaired, are they 
therefore free to avoid all dvu company with 
the captain or colonel, and to fly from them 
as from heathens and publicans? And what if 
both the Lord Mayor of London, and many 
godly ministers who have eaten at his table, 
snould accuse Mr Prynne of a calumny, be- 
cause of that passage in his book, p. 12, where 
he saith of Anabaptists, Separatists, Inde- 
pendents, Presbyters or Divines, " Neither 
of which make any conscience of not repair- 
ing to the Lord Mayor's, or any other public 
city feast, where they are sure of good fare, 
because they were certain there to meet and 
eat with some covetous or other scandalous 



1 Martyr in 1 Cor. v., ult. loc. de excom. — ^Veram 
si hoc pro suo arbitrio cuiqne permittatur, ut facul- 
tatem habeat discedendl et separandi so a qnibus 
Tolaerit, simultates, contentioiies, et discordise, looge 
graviores orientur, quam si publica excommunica- 
tione uteremnr. 



persons, with whom St Paul prohibits them, 
• no, not to eat V " If, I say, the Lord Mayor 
should accuse Mr Prvnne for slandering him 
I and his house, with the company of scandal- 
ous persons ; and if many godly conscientious 
ministers should accuse him for aspersing 
them, as having more love to good fare than 
conscience of avoiding to eat with scandal- 
ous persons; and if, ailer sentence passed 
against Mr Prynne, he should still continue 
impenitent, and not confess his fault in this 
particular, will he allow the Lord Mayor, and 
all the godly ministers who have eaten at the 
Lord Mayor's table, to avoid Mr Prynne as 
an heathen and a publican ? Let him take 
heed whither his principles will lead him. 

2. Mr Prynne saith, p. 4, that, " Let him 
be to thee as an heathen and a publican," is 
interpreted by 1 Cor. v. 10 — 12 ; 2 Thes. iii. 
14; and elsewhere, by Paul. Now, that 
place of the Corinthians which he citeth is 
meant of excommunication, as shall be proved 
in due time. And ver. 12 (cited by him- 
self) makes it plain, that a judicial act, not a 
private man's withdrawing only, is meant ; 
for that verse speaks twice of judging, — an 
apostolical judging, and an ecclesiasticauL judg- 
ing. And the best interpreters expound 2 
Thes. iii. 14, of church censures. It is not 
the case of private civil injuries which the 
Apostle there speaks of, but the case of public 
scandal : *^ If any man be disobedient," to the 
apostolical epistle, ^' note that man," o-i^fiei- 
ovaOe^ put a mark upon him; that is, let 
him be publicly censured, '^ Let him be se- 
parated from you," saith the Syriac, *and 
then, " have n# company with him," and 
all this, ^* that he may be ashamed," which 
must needs be by some public censure or 
black mark put upon him. 

3. " Let him be to thee as an heathen," if 
it be meant of keeping no civil company, he 
must show us that uie Jews of old were, 
and Christians under the New Testament 
are, forbidden to keep civil company with 
heathens and those that are without the 
church. He goeth about to prove that the 
phrase is taken from the practice of the Jews 
in that age, p. 4. But now doth he prove 
it? He citeth some places to prove that 
the Israelites might not marry with the 
Canaanites, but he doth not prove that they 
might not keep civil company with any of 
the heathens. There was no such favour nor 
fellowship permitted between the Israelites 
and the Canaanites, as between Israelites and 
other Gentiles who came among them from 
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other lands, as Tostatus noteth in Matt. xxvi. 
Quest. 43. The reason was, because God had 
destined the Canaanites to utter destruction, 
and that the whole land of Canaan should be 
given to the children of Israel. Onlj some 
few, by special dispensation, were spaj;^, as 
the Gibeonites, because Joshua and the 
princes had sworn unto them, and Bahab 
with her kindred, because she saved the spies. 
But, such extraordinary cases excepted, the 
Israelites ought not to permit any of the Ca- 
naanites to live, nor receive them, though they 
had been willing to be circumcised, as Tosta- 
tus there thinketh. However, that great dis- 
tance and aUenation in point of fellowship be- 
tween the Israelites and the Canaanites, was 
not qiia heathens, but qua Canaanites, other- 
wise the children of Israel had been obliged 
to root out other nations as weU as the Ca- 
naanites. Yea, the law puts an express dif- 
ference between the nations, insomuch that 
some of them were not to be abominate, 
though others were ; Deut. xxiii. 7, " Thou 
shalt not abhor an Edomite, for he is thy 
brother : thou shalt not abhor an Egyptian, 
because thou wast a stranger in his land." 
The very Canaanites themselves were, by 
the law, Deut. xx. 10, 11, to have so much 
favour as an offer of peace, which, if any of 
their cities had accepted, that city was not 
to be cut off, but the people thereof were to 
be tributaries, and to serve Israel, and so 
peiTnitted to live among them. 

The last of his citations maketh very much 
against him, namely. Acts xxi. 28, 29, where 
the Jews of Asia do accuse Paul for bringing 
Greeks into the temple : " For they had seen 
before with him in the city Trophimus, an 
Ephesian, whom they supposed that Paul had 
brought into the temple." Mark here, Paul 
is not challenged for conversing familiarly 
with a Greek, but only for bnnging him 
into the temple; and, without all doubt, the 
malice of his adversaries did catch at every 
advantage which they could have against 
him. 1 cannot but admire how Mr Prynne 
could cite this place to prove tliat the Jews 
might not converse nor keep civil company 
with the heathens, since it proveth the very 
contrary, — that the Jews might have civil, 
but no religious fellowship with heathens. 
And whereas he addeth, that the Jews had 
no dealing or conversation with the Samari- 
tans, John iv. 9 ; Luke ix. 52, 53 ; I an- 
swer, The reason was, because the Jewish 
church had excommunicated and anathema^ 
tised for ever the Samaritans, who, being 
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once circumcised, and having received the 
book of the law, did afterward hinder the 
building of the house of the Lord. This 
excommunication of the Cuthites or Sama- 
ritans, most solemnly performed, you may 
find in Pirke B. EcdesicBf cap. 38. More 
of this elsewhere. Here I only touch it, to 
show that this also of the Samaritans makes 
against him. 

4. It is certain that the Jews had civil 
company and conversation with heathens ; 
for Solomon's servants and Hiram's servants 
were both together, 1 Kings v. 18 ; 2 Chron. 
ii. 8, yea, 2 Qiron. ii. 17, 18. Solomon num- 
bered of strangers or heathens in the land 
of Israel, a hundred fifty and three thousand 
and six hundred. Could there be so many 
of them, and employed also in the building 
of the temple, and yet no civil company kept 
with them f Nehemiah in the court of Artax- 
erxes, and Daniel, with his companions, in 
the court of Nebuchadnezzar, had civil com- 
pany with heathens, but religious company 
with them they would have none. We find 
the king of Edom in fellowship with Jeho- 
shaphat and Jehoram, 2 Kings lii. ; and the 
merchants of Tyre were permitted to come 
into Jerusalem, and there to sell all manner 
of ware unto the children of Judah, only they 
were forbidden to do it upon the Sabbath- 
day, Neh. xiii. 16, 20, 21. L'Empereur, 
de Legibus Ebrceorum Forensihus^ p. 180, 
181, putteth it out of controversy that, in 
Christ's time, there were many heathens in 
the land of Canaan with whom the Jews did 
converse and dwell together ; and that Christ 
found, in those places where he preached, 
both Jews and Gentiles: Istis locis inter 
isto3 commorabantur Gentiles^ qui magis' 
trorum placitis se astringi passi non sunt. 
And a little after : Neo enim Israelitas ab 
alienigenarum urbibiM abstinuisse^ Jo^ 
sephus Indicat. And that long before that 
time there was a mutual conversing of Jews 
and Gentiles, I gather from 1 Kings xx. 34, 
** Thou shalt m^e streets for thee in Da- 
macus as my father made in Samaria," mean- 
ing for trade and commerce. 

I will here anticipate a great objection 
which may be made aeainst me, from Acts x. 
28, *' Ye know that it is an unlawful thing for 
a man that is a Jew to keep compaiiy or come 
unto one of another nation." lliis might 
seem to make more for Mr Pnrnne's expo- 
sition than all the places cited by himself. 
But I answer, for the better understanding 
of that place, first of all observe what Dru- 
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sius, Qucest. et Resp,, lib. 2., quest. 67, tells 
us out oiEliaa in Tishbite: The Jews had an 
old law against drinking wine with Gentiles 
or heathens, Lata videlicet eo tempore quo 
gentea vinum libabant in sacris, the law 
was made at that time when the Gentiles 
used a prelibation of wine in their idolatrous 
solemnities ; whereupon the wise men of the 
Jews, fearing lest heathen men should give 
to Jews that wine which had been dedicated 
to idols, did forbid the Jews to drink wine 
with heathens : which (as other statutes of 
their wise men) the Jews did religiose reli- 
giously observe. Mark we hence, 1. It was 
not a generally received custom among the 
Jews in no case to eat or drink with hea- 
thens, else it had been unnecessary and su- 
pervacaneous to forbid the drinking of wine 
with heathens, exceptio affirmat regulam in 
non exceptis. 2. It was for a religious and 
conscientious reason, propter periculum ido- 
lolatricBy for fear of partaking with idolatry, 
and not for civil respects, that they were for- 
bidden to drink wine with the Gentiles. 
The same I say of their shimning to eat with 
them ; for the heathens used also a dedicating 
of their meats to idols, 1 Cor. x. 27. 

Secondly, Observe Peter addeth imme- 
diately, " But God hath showed me that I 
should not call any man common or unclean ;" 
meaning, so as not to keep company with 
him because of his Gentilism or uncircumci- 
sion, or because of his eating of meats which 
were unclean by the ceremonial law, as Lu- 
dovicus de Dieu doth rightly give the mean- 
ing, understanding not moral, but only cere- 
monial uncleanness to be there spoken of; 
for many men under the gospel are still to 
be looked upon and avoided as morally un- 
clean. But God hath taught Peter, by ab- 
rogating the ceremonial dinerence of meats 
in the vision, that the ceremonial law, which 
was the partition-wall between Jews and 
Gentiles, was now to be taken away; so that 
the Gentiles should no longer be called 
dogs, as Matt. xv. 26; neither were the dis- 
ciples to be forbidden any longer to go into 
the way of the Gentiles, Matt. x. 6. Hence- 
forth no man should be called holy because 
of his circumcision, no man unclean because 
of his uncircumcision. 

This being the meaning, it foUoweth that 
the unlawfulness of eating and companying 
with an heathen, mentioned Acts x. 28, must 
not be so understood, as if bare civil fel- 
lowship had been unlawful; but it must be 
understood, first, in reference to the moral 



law; that is, for avoiding the danger of ido- 
latry, in eating or drinking that which ido- 
latrous heathens had sacrificed to idols, as 
hath been just now cleared. Secondly, In 
reference to the ceremonial law, or of such 
fellowship as was contrary to the ceremonial 
law, in eating together with heathens of 
meats legally unclean, such as were repre- 
sented to Peter in the vision, and he com- 
manded to eat what was formerly unclean to 
him. Otherwise, when the Gentiles did not 
eat anything which the Jews were forbidden 
to eat, it was lawful for the Jews to eat with 
the Gentiles, saith Tostatus in 2, Parol, 6, 
quest. 21 . So likewise Grotius, de Jure Belli 
ac Pads, lib. 2, cap. 15, sect. 9, where he 
referreth the Jews' not eating with the 
heathens to the laws of meats, or the pecu- 
liaris victtis which was prescribed to the 
Jews. But otherwise the law did not make 
it unlawful for them to eat with any of an- 
other nation; which he thinks is proved by 
Christ's own example, who took a drink of 
water from the woman of Samaria, being 
yet most observant of the law. That the 
unlawfulness of eating with the heathens was 
understood in reference to the ceremonial 
law, I prove from Gal. ii. 12, 14. Peter 
having before eaten with the Gentiles, to 
avoid the scandal of some Jews that came 
from James, did withdraw and separate him- 
self from the believing Gentiles. What ! to 
keep no more any civ3 company with them? 
I hope no man will imagine that. But the 
text expounds itself, ver. 14, " If thou, be- 
ing a Jew, Hvest after the manner of the 
Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, why com- 
pellest thou the Gentiles to live as do the 
Jews ?" This was Peter's fault, that, having 
formerly lived as the Gentiles, that is, eat- 
ing wim them all sorts of meats freely, 
thinking himself Uberated from the yoke of 
the ceremonial law, afterward he withdrew 
and separated himself from that manner of 
fellowship with the Gentiles, and bound up 
himself to live as do the Jews, and to ob- 
serve the distinction of meats according to 
the law. And in so doing, whilst he avoided 
the scandal of the Jews, he gave a greater 
scandal to the Gentiles, in compelling them, 
by the authority of his example, to Judaise, 
and to think the ceremonial law necessary. 

Thirdly, The foresaid place, Acts x., is to 
be understood of such fellowship as was not 
merely civil, but religious and sacred, as may 
appear, 1, By the exposition formerly given 
of these words, " God hath showed me that 
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I should not call any man common or un-> 
clean." 2. By the invitation of the men 
that were sent from Cornelius to Peter, who 
did not call him to civil but to sacred fellow- 
ship ; Acts X. 22, " And they said, Cornelius 
the centurion, a just man and one that fear- 
eth Grod, and of good report among all the 
nation of the Jews, waa warned from God by 
an holy angel, to send for thee into his house, 
and to hear words of thee.'' 3. Peter calls 
in the men and lodgeth them ; that being a 
civil fellowship, he doth it freely, ver. 23 ; 
but when he comes to Cornelius and those 
that were assembled with him, to hear words 
from Peter, here was the case of conscience, 
and here Peter beginneth to apologise, ver. 
28, '^ Ye know how that it is an unlawful 
thing," &c. The Syriac hath it thus; « Ye 
know that it is not lawftd for a man that is 
a Jew to join himself unto a man that is a 
stranger, who is not a son of his generation," 
as it were, intimating a religious and church 
fellowship. 4. That which gave offence to 
them of the circumcision at Jerusalem, was, 
that they heard Peter had so gone into men 
uncircumcised, that they had also received 
the word of God from him, Acts xi. 1, 3. 
And as soon as they were satisfied in that 
point, that God had given unto the Gen- 
tiles repentance unto life, ver. 18, they held 
their peace, and made no further scruple 
concerning eating with them. 

I hope I have sufficiently answered the 
strongest objection which can be made 
against that which I did begin to prove, 
namely, that the Jews might, and did, keep 
civil company and fellowship with heathens. 
Which, mat I may now finrther confirm, let 
it be observed, with Schindlerus in Leodc, 
Pentaglo.y p. 297, that there were two sorts 
of proselytes among the Jews : some that 
were circumcised and received the law of Mo- 
ses; and such an one was even as a Jew, and 
was called jproselytus justitkB or fcederis, a 
righteous or a true proselyte, or a proselyte 
of the covenant. Others that did only re- 
nounce idolatry and keep the seven precepts 
given to the sons of Noah, not being cir- 
cumcised nor keeping the law of Moses, 
were permitted to dwell with the Jews, and, 
therefore, such a one was called prosdytus 
partes or proselt/tus vncolaj a proselyte of 
the gate, or a proselyte indweller, who 
dwelt within their gates. See for the same 
thing L'Empereur, de Legihus Ehrceorum 
Forensibus, p. 72; Buxtorff, Lexic, Babbin, 
p. 408, 409 ; Grotius, de Jure Belli, ac 



Padsy lib. 1, cap. 1, sect. 16; Hen. Vorstius, . 
Observ. ad ChronoL ; R. Ganz, p. 279 ; 
Georgius Genzius, in AnnoU ad Maimon. 
Canon. Ethic^ p. 91, 92. To the same pur- 
pose, Mr Ainsworth, Annot, in €ren. ix. 4, 
and on Exod. xii. 46, and on Lev. xxii. 10, 
hath noted out of the Hebrew writers, that 
; such of the heathens as did observe the 
fi»ven precepts given to the sons of Noah, 
though they were not circumcised, neither 
did observe the ordinances of the ceremonial 
law, nor were admitted to the holy things of 
the children of Israel, yet they were ad- 
mitted to cohabit and converse with the 
people of Grod in the Holy Land. And 
that it was so, may be proved from Lev. 
XXV. 6, 45, 47 (where the Chaldee hath, an 
uncireumeised indweller) ; Deut. xiv. 21 ; 
vea, such a one might dwell in the priest's 
house, Lev. xxii. 10. The Jews receive no 
proselyte now except one that undertakes 
to keep the whole mw to the least jot, as 
Dr Buxtorff informs us in the place last 
cited; and so they are a great deal more 
strict in reference to the Gentiles than the 
ancient Jews were. Notwithstanding they 
do, without scruple, familiarly converse and 
keep company with Gentiles who keep not 
the last of the seven precepts which bind (as 
they think) all the sons of Noah, namely, 
that concerning the not eating of blood. 
How much more may we suppose that the 
ancient Jews did keep civil company and 
fellowship with such Gentiles as did observe 
all these seven precepts ? And this compari- 
son the Jews have made between themselves 
and the Grentiles in reference to the law of 
Moses : '' It is our inheritance, not theirs ; 
as for them, let them observe the seven 
precepts," Exc. Gem. Sanhedrimy cap. 7, 
sect. 6. So that the Jews were not scandal- 
ised at the Gentiles' not observing ,of the 
whole law of Moses, not being circumcised, 
&c., but at their not keeping of those seven 
precepts, which were also a part of the law of 
Moses. This to me appeareth to be a chief 
reason (if not the reason) why the synod of 
the apostles and elders at Jerusalem did im- 
pose upon the churches of the Gentiles no 
other burden of Jewish rites and ceremonies, 
but to abstain from blood and things stran- 
gled. They did not impose circumcision, nor 
holidays, nor the like, because that which 
was intended was, to draw together the be- 
lievers of the Jews and the believers of the 
Gentiles into a familiar conversation, that 
they might live together and eat together 
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without scandal; and this could not be, 
except the beheving Gentiles should ob- 
serve the seven precepts which were given 
not only to the postentj of Abraham, but 
to the posterity of Noah ; of which precepts 
(me did forbid the eating of blood, Gen. 
ix. 4 (and under that is comprehended also 
the eating of things strangled). Now there 
was no doubt of the believing Gentiles' ob- 
serving of the other six precepte, which 
the Hebrews say were observed from Adam 
to Noah: 1. Against idolatry; 2. Against 
blasphemy ; 3. Against uncleanness or un- 
lawml copulations; 6. Against rapine or rob- 
bery; 6. For executing judgment and inflict- 
ing punishment upon malefactors. All the 
question was of the seventh and last, against 
eating of blood, which the believing Gentiles 
(though they knew it to be older than the 
ceremonial law, or circumcision itself^ and 
to belong to all the posterity of Noah, yet) 
knew to be temporary and not perpetual, 
and so, at the abrogation of the other cere- 
monies, and propagation of the gospel to the 
Gentiles, thought themselves free irom that 
as well as other c^emonies. On the other 
part, it was a principle among the Jews, 
that i^ey ought not to converse fami- 
liarly with any of the Gentiles, except 
such as observe the seven precepts given to 
the sons of Noah, Wherefore the synod of 
the apostles and elders thought good that 
the believing Gentiles should so &r conde- 
scend to the weakness of the Jews (not fully 
instructed concerning Christian liberty, and 
the abrogation of the old ceremonies), as to 
observe lor a time that precept against eat- 
ing blood, as wdl as the other precepts 
given to the sons of Noah ; to the intent 
that the Jews and Gentiles might peaceably 
and famiharly cohabit and converse to- 
gether ; for though the Gentiles did not ob- 
serve the other ordinances and ceremonies 
of the Jews, yet, observing those seven pre- 
cepts, they were free to converse familiarly 
with the Jews. Schindlerus in his Lexicon 
Pentagl., p. 298, and p. 1530, seemeth to 
have had the same notion ; for he saith the 
apostles and elders would not impose cir- 
cumcision and the keeping of the law of 
Moses, but they imposed some things not un- 
like to the precepts given to the sons of Noah. 
I return to that dii^inction of the two sorts 
of proselytes : the one had the name of Ger 
tsedecky a proselyte of righteousness, and 
Ger berith, a proselyte of the covenant; 
the other was called Ger toschav^ a pro- 



selyte indweller, and Ger sc^uignaT^ a pro- 
selyte of the gate, qui intra portaSy inter 
Judcdos scilicet Aa&t^a6a^,— who dwelt 
within the ^tes, to wit, among the Jews, 
saith Matthias Martinius in Leadc, PhilaL^ 
p. 2922. This proselyte indweller was not 
called nor esteemed as <xie of the Jews, 
being no church member, nor admitted to 
any religious or church communion witib the 
Jews, but he was still esteemed and rec- 
koned as one of the uncircumeised Gontiles; 
yet the Jews did keep civil company and 
fellowship with such a one, as with a nei^- 
bour and an inhabitant of the same dty or 
land. 

And if the Jews had not been free to 
keep civil company with heathens or in- 
fidels, yet Chnstiai]8 are expressly allowed 
to do so ; 1 Cor. x. 27, ** If any of them 
that believe not bid you to a feast, and ye 
be disposed to go, whatsoever is set before 
you eat, asking no question for conscience 
sake ;" and, chap. v. 10 — 12, the Apostie 
permittetii Christians to company and eat 
with fornicators, covetous, extortioners, or 
idolaters, who are no church members, but 
by no means with scandalous brethren. I 
do not dispute whether any more Uberty 
of this kind is granted to Christians than, 
peradventure, was granted to the Jews; 
yet I am sure a great measure of the liberty 
of civil fellowship with heathens was granted 
to the Jews also. 

It must needs follow from that which hath 
been said, that, " Let him be unto thee as 
an heathen man and a pubHcan," is not a 
casting out from mere fellowship and com- 
pany, but from religious and church fellow- 
ship. This agreem well with that passage 
in Jos^hus contra Appionem, lib. 2, " Who- 
ever (of the Gontiles) are willing to come 
and live under our law, it doth freely receive 
them, esteeming communion to ccmsist not 
only in origination or descent, but also in 
choice of Vie ; but as for those (of the Gen- 
tiles) who come occasionally among us, our 
law doth not admit them into our solemn or 
sacred assemblies, but it appmnteth to com- 
municate unto them all sucn things as they 
need, as fire, water, meat, also to snow them 
the way, and to let none of them be un- 
buried." (So likewise publicans noted for 
impiety and injustice were permitted to be 
city members, but not owned for dburch 
inemb«*s.) Grotius, de Jure BeUi ac Pacis^ 
lib. 2, cap. 15, sect. 9, holds that it was law- 
ful for the Jews not only to have company 
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and commerce with the heathens, but to do 
them good and to enter in league and cove- 
nant with them, such only excepted as the 
law did accurse, namely, the seven nations in 
Canaan, the Amalekites, Ammonites, and 
Moabites. He brings, among other things, 
the example of the Asmonites, who, as they 
were themselves skilled in the law, so, with the 
approbation both of priests and people, they 
made a covenant with tlie Lacedaemonians 
and Romans ; yea, publicly prayed for them. 
Learned Mr Selden, de Jure Nat. et Gent, 
lib. 2, cap. 3, doth not only confirm wl^at hath 
been said before of the proselyti domicilii^ 
heathens, not circumcised nor keeping the 
law of Moses, but observing the seven pre- 
cepts given to the sons ot Noah, and that 
such were permitted to dwell together with 
the children of Israel ; but he mrther tells 
us out of Maimonides, that though, when the 
Jewish repubUc did flourish, and when they 
were sui juris ^ no strangers were permitted 
to dwell among them except such as did re- 
nounce idolatry, and keep the seven pre- 
cepts, yet, after the captivity, and under the 
E/omans, the Jews did allow to themselves a 
common commerce and civil conversing even 
with such Gentiles as had not renounced 
the pagan or idolatrous worship ; and, as for 
such of the Gentiles as the Jews did observe 
to be good men, whom they called ex piis i 
Gentibus mundiy such as Cornelius the cen- 
turion, to whom the Jews themselves gave 
a good testimony, of these he saith, that 
though they were not formally admitted and 
received as proselyte indwellers were wont 
to be (that formal reception o£ proselyti do- 
micilii having ceased in those latter times), 
yet he puts it out of doubt that the Jews 
were wilhng that such Gentiles should dwell 
among them. 

Add hereunto that which Gul. Vorstius, 
Annot, in Maimon, de Fundam.Legis, cap. 
5, sect. 9, observeth out of Beth Joseph, de 
Idololat, and out of Abodazara, that an hea- 
then man was permitted to be physician to 
a Jew, provided that he should not entice 
him to idolatry; and that a Jew also was 
permitted to be physician to a Gentile, for 
which purpose they alleged the example of 
Moses, who (as their tradition told them) 
didpractice medicine in Egypt. 

Furthermore, when Mr Prynne under- 
stands nothing by those words, " Let him be 
unto thee as an heathen man and a publi- 
can," but avoid civil fellowship and keep no 
familiar company with him, and expounds 



it also by 1 Cor. v. 11, " With such an one 
no not to eat" (which he still conceives to be 
only meant of avoiding civil fellowship), and 
by 2 John 10, " Receive him not into thy 
house," he is twice out, both because the 
Jews did keep civil company with heathens, 
which hath been proved, and also because (if 
we believe the Jewish writers concerning the 
customs of their nation) the rabbies or wise 
men among them did not keep familiar fel- 
lowship nor civil company with the plebeians 
of the J ews themselves : they were forbidden 
to eat and drink with or among the plebeians, 
Maimon. de Fundam. Legis, cap. 5, sect. 
13 ; neither might they converse in the paths, 
nor come into the houses of the plebeians, 
Ibid. sect. 14. Gul. Vorstius, in his AnnoUy 
p. 73, addeth a passage in Misna, that a 
wise man might neither lodge with a pie- 
beian, nor receive a plebeian to lodge with 
him. Nevertheless a wise man was permitted 
to converse not only civilly but frequently 
with an heathen man, for which see Mr Sel- 
den, de Jure Nat. et Gent., lib. 6, cap, 10 : 
Qtu>niam nihil mali ex Gentilium consue- 
tudine viro scientiori imminere censebant. 
So that, in Mr Prynne's sense, all the 
plebeians of the Jews themselves were as 
heathens and pubhcans, or civilly excom- 
municated by their wise men. 

Wherefore we must needs distinguish a 
twofold communion or fellowship among the 
Jews, — one civil, another ecclesiastical. It 
was the shutting out from the ecclesiastical 
communion of the Jews which Christ alludes 
to Matt, xviii. ; for beside the distinct notions 
of the Jewish church and the Jewish state 
(of which before). Is. Abrabanel, de Capite 
Fideif cap. 6, speaking of certain funda- 
mental articles which the Jewish church 
did believe, saith. They were intended to be 
'' articles of Judaism, so that he that should 
believe these should be in the communion of 
Israel;" and Ibid. cap. 3, speaking of an 
article concerning the coming of the Mes- 
siah, he moves a doubt about it, because 
Rabbi Hillell, who denieth it, was not ** ex- 
cluded from the communion of the law," for 
the Gem^ra gives him the title of Rabbi. 
When he comes to the solution of this doubt, 
cap. 14, he clears Rabbi Hillell, as not deny- 
ing that article. But all this intimateth that 
for heresy there was a shutting out from 
ecclesiastical communion; or that an hereti- 
cal apostate Jew was unto them as an hea- 
then man; and, therefore, they were permit- 
ted to take usury as from strangers or hea- 
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thens, so from an apostate Jew, quia fratris 
nomen exuerat^ saith Mr Selden, de Jure 
Nat, et Gent J lib. 6^ cap. 10. In Tzemach 
David^ edit. Hen.Vorstius, p. 67, it is said, 
that the chief of the heretics were Tzadok 
and Baythos, who, denying rewards and 
punishments after this life, exiverunt e comr 
munione {yel ccetu Israelis) they went out 
from the ecclesiastical communion of Israel. 
This is good reason to say of a son of Is- 
rael, if he be a son of Belial, Let him be to 
thee as an heathen ; that is, esteem him as 
profane, and as lost as an heathen ; have no 
more church communion with him than with 
an heathen. And, by this time, I suppose, 
it doth fully appear to the intelligent read- 
er, that some uncircumcised heatnens were 
admitted into the civil fellowship, and some 
Israelites continued not in the ecclesiastical 
fellowship of the Jews, which overtumeth 
the whole strength of Mr Prynne's answer 
to our argument, from Matt, xviii. But 
once more (for I have thought good to insist 
the longer upon this point, because much 
dependeth upon it), " Let him be to thee 
as an heathen," doth forbid ecclesiastical 
communion, not civil company, except se- 
condarily, and as a consequent of excommu- 
nication and for spiritual respects and ends 
(as I shall show anon) ; but it is not meant 
of abstaining from mere civil company and 
fellowship, because the Jews were permit- 
ted to keep civil company and fellowship 
with heathens, even any civil company which 
did not encroach upon religion, or had ap- 
pearance of an ensnarement into idolatry, 
and, in that respect (as participating of refi- 
gious fellowship), became unlawful. This is 
the point I have been proving, and which I 
will yet farther prove out of Maimonides, 
de Idololatria, cap. 9 ; that one chapter is 
sufficient to decide the present question. 
Thus it begins : " Three days before the 
feasts (or holidays) of heathens that worship 
idols, we are forbidden to buy from them, or 
to sell unto them any durable thing ; to take 
or give anything in lend ; to take or make 
payment of that which was given in lend 
upon writ or pledge ; but what was given in 
lend upon words only, it is lawful to exact, 
because this seemeth to be taken out of their 
hands. It is also law^l to sell unto them 
that which cannot last, as green herbs, or 
anything sodden, and that ever until their 
holiday." You see it was lawM among 
the Jews to buy and sell, borrow and lend, 
to make contracts with heathens, yea, with 



idolatrous heathens; only in some (not in 
all) things there was a restraint upon them, 
and that but three days before the heathen 
festivities. Then follows, sect. 2, " This 
hath place in the land of the Israelites, but 
in the other lands it is not forbidden, except 
upon their holiday. If any man transgress, 
by having trade or commerce with tnem, 
dining that space of three days, it is lawful 
(though) to use the ware ; but if any man 
trade with them upon their holiday, the 
things are forbidden to be used. It is un- 
lawful also to send a gift to an heathen man 
upon his holiday, unless it be known that 
he doth not profess the worship of idols, 
neither serveth them ; but if some heathen 
man, upon his holiday, send a gift to an 
IsraeUte, let him not take it from him, un- 
less it be suspected that he will be offended. 
Nevertheless he shall not use it, until it be 
known that the heathen man doth not wor- 
ship idols, nor esteem them to be gods." 
Observe, 1. That the things mentioned in 
the first section, though unlawful to the 
Jews in their own land, three days before 
the heathenish festivities, yet they held them 
not unlawful in other lands. 2. They held 
it lawful for a Jew to send a gift to an hea- 
then man, or to receive a gift from him, so 
that it were not upon the heathenish festi- 
vity. 3. Yea, in some cases, it was permit- 
ted to a Jew to send a gift to an heathen 
man, upon the very heathen festivity (to 
wit, if he knew that heathen man to be no 
worshipper of idols), as likewise to receive 
a gift from him (though upon the holiday) 
for avoiding of offence. 

Sect. 4. reckoneth among the heathenish 
festivities a day set apart by them for coro- 
nation of a king, or in memory of a man's na- 
tivity, deliverance out of danger, or the like. 
Tten it is added, sect. 6, "But with those 
idolaters who spend that day in mirth and 
gladness, eating and drinking, and observe 
that day, whether for custom or for the 
king's honour, nevertheless hold it not for a 
holiday, it is lawful to have commerce and 
trade." When conversing with heathens 
did not entrench upon religion, they could 
do it without scruple, even upon the hea- 
then's good days, or solemnities of joy. 
Then, sect. 8, " If IsraeUtes dwell among 
heathens with whom they have made a cove- 
nant, it is lawful to sell arms to the king's 
servants, and to his military forces. &c. It 
is unlawful to enter into a town in which 
idolatry is practised: it is lawM to come 
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out of it ; but if the idol be without the town, 
it is also lawful to enter in it." If the Jews 
might dwell among, and enter into league 
and covenant with neathens, yea, enter into 
the towns of idolaters when the idol was not 
in town, then they held it not unlawful to 
have any civil company with heathens. It 
follows, sect. 11, "It is lawful to go to the 
markets or fairs of heathens, and to buy from 
them beasts, men-servants, maid-servants, 
though they be yet heathens ; also houses, 
fields, vineyards ; also for writing (contracts) 
it is permitted to go to their judicial courts." 

If it be objected that sect, 12 doth forbid 
an Israelite to come to the banouet of an hea- 
then, which he hath made for his son, or for 
his daughter, I answer from that very place, 
for lest this should be taken for a prohibi- 
tion of civil fellowship, Maimonides did add 
these words: "Now, this interval is ap- 
pointed for idolatry ; for it is said, * and one 
call thee, and thou eat of his sacrifice, and 
thou take of their daughters unto thy sons, 
and they go a whoring after their god,' " cit- 
ingExod. xxxiv. 16, 16. 

Trom all which I conclude, that Christ's 
words, relating to the Jewish custom, " Let 
him be to thee as an heathen man," cannot 
be meant (as Mr Prynne would have them) 
of avoiding mere civil company and fellow- 
ship ; for as much as it was not held unlaw- 
ful among the Jews to have civil company 
and commerce with heathens. Sure the 
Jews of our age are far from holding such 
a thing unlawfiu. 

Yea, 80 far I am unsatisfied with Mr 
Prynne's interpretation, that I verily be- 
lieve (and so do some others) a part of the 
intendment of these words, " Let him be 
to thee as an heathen man and a publican," 
is to hold forth the lawfulness, yea, the obli- 
gation of performing all natural (and in di- 
vers cases moral) duties to a person excom- 
municated ; I mean, that the text doth in- 
timate thus much. As, upon the one hand, 
the contumacious offender who will not hear 
the church, is to be used no better than an 
heathen or a profane publican, and is not to 
be admitted to any ordinance, except such as 
heathens and profane publicans are, and may 
be admitted unto ; so, upon the other hand, 
let him have no worse usage and entertain- 
ment than those very heathens and pub- 
licans unto whom all natural, and some mo- 
ral, duties are performed, notwithstanding 
they be heathens and publicans; for the 
Apostle commandeth Christians to be sub- 



ject even to heathen magistrates, servants to 
honour and be subject to heathen and un- 
godly masters, the wife not to depart from 
the husband because he believeth not. So 
that this rule of Christ, Matt, xviii. 17, is 
so fiill and perfect, as to teach us, as well 
what fellowship is lawfiil with such an one, 
as what fellowsliip is not lawful to be kept 
with him. I do not deny but that (accord- 
ing to the ordinary rule) fellowship with an 
excommunicate person, in meat, drink, fami- 
liarity, and salutations, is unlawfiil, bb weU 
as in the sacrament and prayer, according to 
the received rule : 

Si pro delictiB, anathema quia efficiatnr ; 
Os, orare, yale, commanio, mensa negatur. 

And the scripture forbidding to eat with 
such an one, or to have company with him, 
or to bid him God speed, will reach as far. 
Nevertheless, there are divers excepted or 
reserved cases in which the performance of 
natural duties unto, and keeping of civil 
company with, an excommunicate person is 
allowed. The exception made from the rule 
is this : 

HsQC anathema qaidem fkcinnt, ne possit obesse : 
Utile, lex, humile, res ignorata, necesse. 

Utile, as when a man seeketh payment of 
debt from an excommunicate person; lex, 
because the law alloweth husband and wife 
to company together, though the one of 
them be excommunicate ; humile^ because 
children may and ought to do the duties of 
children, and servants the duties of servants, 
and subjects the duty of subjects, and vas- 
sals the duty of vassals, and soldiers the duty 
of soldiers, in companying with, submitting 
unto, honouring and obeymg of their excom- 
municated parents, masters, kings, lords, 
commanders; res ignorata, when he that 
companieth with an excommunicate person, 
doth not know that he is excommunicate ; 
necesse, as when a man passeth through the 
land, or is under the power of excommuni- 
cate persons, or some such way, is drawn 
into a necessity of speaking and companying 
with them. All which is most agreeable to 
this expression, " Let him be unto thee as 
an heathen man and a publican," and to the 
nature of excommunication, which doth not 
break asunder natural or moral, but spiri- 
tual and ecclesiastical bonds. If it be a«k- 
ed. Why then are we forbidden to eat with 
an excommunicate person, or to bid him 
God speed? I answer, These things are 
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not forbidden but under a spiritual notion, 
and for a spiritual end, that the offender 
may be ashamed and humbled; that others 
may not be deceived by countenancing of 
him, or oompanying with him ; and that our 
eating with him, or saluting of him, may not 
be interpreted as a conniving at, or comply- 
ing with his sins, or as a sign of Christian 
fellowship with a scandalous person formerly 
called a brother. Finally, That Grod may 
be the more glorified, wickedness the more 
ashamed, others the moi*e edified, the sin- 
ner the more abased, ourselves the better kept 
from snares by avoiding of all appearance of 
evil; otherwise, setting aside these and such 
like spiritual considerations and respects, I 
do aver that excommunication hath nothing 
to do with the avoiding of civil company qua 
civil ; that is, under a civil or politick notion. 

Thus we have the negative part of the 
rule of Christ; now to the positive part. 
What is it to be " as an heathen and a pub- 
lican ?" He must not be worse used in na- 
tural or civil things, yet he must be used in 
the same manner as an heathen and a pub- 
lican in spiritual things. 

Wherefore, " Let him be as an heathen 
man," implieth five things : — 

1. I have proved that heathens were not 
permitted to come into the outer court of 
the temple, which the children of Israel did 
come into, only they might come and wor- 
ship in the intermurale or atrium Gentium; 
ana when they were at any time brought 
into the temple, it is challenged both by 
Grod, Ezek. xliv. 7, 9, and by tne people of 
the Jews, Acts xxi. 28. 

2. Heathens, though sojourning among the 
children of Israel, and dwelling within their 
gates, might not eatof the passover, Exod. xii. 
43, 46; where the civil fellowship was allow- 
ed, partaking of the passover was forbidden. 

3. No heathen man, no not he that was 
in the priest's house, might eat of an offer- 
ing of the holy things, Lev. xxii. 10, 13. 

4. A sacrifice was not accepted from the 
hand of an heathen. Lev. xxii. 25; those that 
came from a far country to pray and wor- 
ship before the temple, if they had brought 
out of their own country, or had bought in 
the land of Israel, beasts, or bread, or oil, 
or frankincense, or the like, and brought 
any of these for an oblation, it was not ac- 
cepted from their hand, as Tostatus in 2, 
Paral. 6, quest. 21, rightly observeth. Only 
he collecteth from Ezra vi. 8, 10, that an 
heathen might give to the priests money or 



expenses to buy sacrifices, and to offer them 
in the temple. 

5. And generally the heathens had no 
part or portion with God's people, Neh. ii. 
20 ; they were not witliin but without the 
church, *^ being aliens from the common- 
wealth of Israel, and strangers from the co- 
venants of promise, having no hope, and 
without God in the world," Eph. ii. 12. So 
that, " Let him be as an heathen," must 
reach thus far, — Let him no more partake in 
the ordinances than an heathen; have no 
more church communion with him than 
with an heathen ; let him be no more ac- 
knowledged for a church member than an 
heathen, and good reason, he hath made 
himself as an heathen, yea, worse than an 
heathen. Bom. ii. 25, ^* If thou be a breaker 
of the law, thy circumcision is made uncir- 
cumcision ;" yea, a scandalous and profane 
church member is " worse than an infidel," 
1 Tim. V. 8 ; 1 Cor. v. 1. 

This fivefold restraint of heathens from 
the temple, from the passover, from eating 
of an oifering, from bringing an oblation 
unto the Lord, and generally from all 
church fellowship, did lie even upon those 
heathens who did cohabit and familiarly 
converse with the children of Israel, who 
are called proselyti domicilii ; and no hea- 
then man was free of such restraint, except 
proselyti justitice^ who were circumcised 
and made members of the Jewish church, 
and had the name of Jews. 

Finally, " Let him be unto thee as an 
heathen man," may have a commentaiy 
from 1 Sam. xxvi. 19, where David curseth 
his enemies before the Lord, because they 
had made him as an heathen man ; ** they 
have driven me out this day from abiding in 
the inheritance of the Lord, saying, Go, 
serve other gods." He did not reckon his 
banisliment, want of civil liberties, cutting 
off from the civil fellowship and company <» 
the children of Israel, in comparison of that 
which was far worse to him, and a great 
deal heavier to be borne, namely, that he 
was rejected and repudiated from spiritual 
fellowship with God's people, from partak- 
ing in the holy ordinances, from coming to 
the sanctuary, from the church privileges, 
that his persecution was materially and sub- 
stantially an excommunication, and qua ex- 
communication, it was more grievous to him 
than qua persecution. 

I suppose it now appears, that '' Let him 
be to tliee as an heathen man," is a shutting 
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out not from civil, but from sacred fellow- 
ship. The other hranch, " Let him be to 
thee as a publican," I have before said 
enough of it. This only I add : There were 
among the Jews two sorts of publicans, — some 
were good and just men, exacting no more 
than what was appointed them ; others were 
unjust and extortioners, and thereby made 
infamous. The former sort the Hebrews 
have professed they were willing to converse 
civilly withal, as members of the same com- 
monwealth. See L'Empereur, de Legibus 
EbrcBorum Forensihus, p. 272. But when 
Christ saith, " Let him be to thee as a pub- 
lican," he means the impious and unjust 
pubUcan only, as the same learned anti- 
quary there saith. And so when our Sa- 
viour bids us esteem such a one not only as 
an heathen man, but as a publican, he means 
that he is not only to be denied fellowship 
in the holy things, but further, made infa- 
mous among the people ; for the name pub- 
Ucan is used to signify the worst of men. 
Matt. V. 46, 47, and in the gospel it is said, 
publicans and sinners , publicans and har- 
lots, as was noted before. So Jerome upon 
Matt, xviii. 17, understands the name of pub- 
licans secundum tropologiam, for such as 
are given to unlawful gains, deceits, thefts, 
perjuries, and such like abominable wicked- 
nesses; wherefore we must not think that for 
civil respects of tax-gathering or the like, the 
Jews refused to keep civil company or fel- 
lowship with the publicans; for we read 
in Exc, Gem, Sanhedrim, cap. 3, sect. 3, 
that though he that was a shepherd, as such, 
was unfit to be a witness, yet he that was 
simply a publican (that is, as J. Coch saith 
in his Annotation, a publican who is not 
convicted of exacting more than is appointed 
by law) or a publican, as a publican, is not 
forbidden to be witness ; where it is also ad- 
ded, that the father of B. Sira had the 
office of -a publican thirteen years. Hence 
we see that a publican's testimony, were he 
a Jew or Grentile, provided he were a just 
pubUcan, had faitn and credit in judg- 
ment; how then can it be supposed that 
the Jews did not so much as keep any civil 
company with such a one ? We must there- 
fore understand that the Jews refused to 
have any fellowship with the impious and 
unjust publicans, as with church members, 
and this the Jews did because of their scan- 
dalous ungodliness and unrighteousness. 

Wherefore, to be esteemed as a publican 
was esteemed among the Jews, compre- 



hendeth these three things : 1. To be es- 
teemed as the worst of men, impious, abo- 
minable, execrable, infamous, and, as it 
were, publid odii victimas, for so were the 
publicans esteemed among the Jews. Dr 
BuxtorfF, Lexic. Chald. Talm, et Rabbin,, 
p. 1065, teUs us, that where in Sanhedrim, 
fol. 44, 2, it is said, " of a certain publican," 
the gloss expounds it thus, '* of a certain 
wicked man." 2. Not to hold, or keep with 
such an one, the religious Christian fellow- 
ship which we keep with church members ; 
yea, and (for rehgious ends, and in spiritual 
respects, as was said before) not to keep 
with such an one so much as that civil fel- 
lowship which we are permitted to keep 
with pagans and unbelievers, with whom, 
when bidden to a feast, we may go and eat 
together, as the Apostle expressly resolveth ; 
but with him that is called a brother, when 
scandalous and obstinate (and, therefore, 
justly made as a publican), we may not so 
much as eat, as the same Apostle teacheth, 
wherein those are ever excepted who are 
tied by natural relations to perform natural 
and humane duties to the party excommuni- 
cate and made as a publican, as the wife to 
the husband, the children to their parents. 
In both these reelects, '^ Let him be as a 
publican," superaddeth somewhat, and saith 
more than was in that other part, ''Let him 
be as an heathen man." 3. The third thing 
which I conceive to be meant by being es- 
teemed as a pubhcan, is coincident with that 
which was meant by "Let him be as an 
heathen;" that is, let him be kept back from 
communion and fellowship with the church 
in the holy things. Mr Prynne brought a 
parabolical argument concerning the publi- 
can's going up to the temple to pray ; that 
devout and religious pubhcans, whether Jews 
or Gontiles, did go up into the temple to 
pray, I make no question, and such a one is 
the publican in the parable ; yea, if we mark 
the rharisee's own words, he speaketh of that 
publican as one of the best and most reli- 
gious pubhcans, Luke xviii. 11, "God I 
uiank thee that I am not as other men are, 
extortioners, unjust, adulterers, $ koX &$ oh- 
Tos b reXdtvris, or even as this publican." 
The vulgar Latin hath it, velut etiam hie 
publicanus, — ^as hkewise this publican, — 
making the publican to be one of those ex- 
tortioners, unjust, adulterers. But it is a 
mistake of the text, which plainly holds 
forth a disjunctive, not a copulative sense. 
The Pharisee is further declaring what him- 
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self was not, and the disjunctive $ intima- 
teth some new matter. Therefore the Syriac 
and the Arabic hath it, " neither as this pub- 
lican ;" Erasmus, aut etiam ut hie puhli-^ 
canus ; Arias Montanus, aut et ut hie pub- 
licanus ; and the English, " or even as tliis 
publican." Many of the publicans were ex- 
tortioners, unjust, adulterers, but the Pha- 
risee thought he had not said enough when 
he had preferred himself to these, merefore 
he addeth this dvfi^eru, ** or even as this pub- 
lican," which is a rising and heightening of 
his speech, as if he had said, " God I thank 
thee that I am more holy and righteous 
than the best of the publicans, who yet are 
not (as most of them are) extortioners, un- 
just, adulterers." But that profane, un- 
just, scandalous, infamous publicans, whe- 
ther Jews or Grentiles, were allowed or per- 
mitted to come to the temple, to the wor- 
ship, prayer and sacrifices, among the rest 
of the people of the Jews, I deny it, and 
Mr Prynne hath said nothing to prove 
it. These only are the publicans meant of 
when Christ saith, " Let him be unto thee 
as a publican." Now this sort of publicans, 
if they were allowed an3rtliing in reference 
to the temple, it was but to stand afar off 
in the intermurale, or atrium Gentium, 
as heathens might do. If the religious pub- 
lican stood afar off, how much more the pro- 
fane infamous publican. That such as were 
publicly scandalous, infamous for impiety, 
and esteemed the worst of men (which I 
have showed to be meant by " Let him be 
unto thee as a publican,") were admitted 
into the temple as much as the rest of the 
people of the Jews, or had fellowship with 
the church in the holy things, I do not be- 
lieve: I have proved the contrary from 
Philo and Josephus. 



CHAPTER IV. 

A CONFUTATION OF ERASTUS AND BILSON's 
INTERPRETATION OF MATT. XVIII. 15 — 17, 
AS LIKEWISE OF DR SUTCLIFFE's GLOSS 
DIFFERING SOMEWHAT FROM THEIRS. 

As for that other Erastian gloss upon 
Matt, xviii. 17, that Christ meaneth of go- 
ing to the orthodox magistrate being of tne 
same true religion (and that this is the sense 
of those words, " Tell the church") ; but if 
the brother who hath done us wrong will not 
hear nor obey that magistrate, then " Let 



him be unto thee as an heathen man and a 
publican;" that is, thou mayest prosecute 
him, as thou wouldest prosecute an heathen 
man or a publican, before an extrinsical tri- 
bunal, such as at that time the Boman em- 
peror's was to the Jews. See Erastus, thes. 
41, wherein he is followed by Bishop Bilson, 
Of the Perpetual Government of Chrisfs 
Church, cap. 4. This gloss hath teen justly 
rejected by many learned men. The first 
argument which I bring against it is, that it 
is wide from the scope of the text, yea, pre- 
judgeth, and even overthroweth the great 
thing which is principally intended by Jesus 
Christ in this place. Uamero, Myroth, in 
Matt, xviii., thinks it is utterly different 
from Christ's intention in this place, which 
is to prescribe rules to our consciences con- 
cerning the amendment of our brother, and 
the reducing of him fi:^m his sin, not to give 
economical rules concerning the reparation 
of our injuries or losses ; wherefore ne con- 
cludes, that by the church is meant the pres- 
bytery mentioned 1 Tim. iv. 14. He nold- 
eth that also in the New Testament the 
word tKKkiiffia doth ever signify an assem- 
bly cum (T\iaei ad religionem, with an ha- 
bitude and reference to religion. Let it be 
also observed with Bucerus, Script. Anglic. j 
p. 40, 41, 304—306, that what our Saviour 
directeth one brother to do toward the gain- 
ing of another, by admonitions and reproofs, 
doth only belong to the care and solicitude 
of the salvation of his soul, and the gaining 
of him from eternal death to eternal life ; 
and this he collects from these words in the 
text, " thy brother," and " thou hast gain- 
ed thy brother." He doth also parallel 
Matt, xviii. 15, with Gal. vi. 1, " Brethren, 
if any man be overtaken in a fault, ye which 
are spiritual, restore such an one in the spirit 
of meekness." Now this, as it is the surest ex- 
position (expounding scripture by scripture), 
so it doth not concern a judicial proceeding 
in the case of private injuries, but the Chris- 
tian duty of reclaiming and saving the soul 
from sin. 

He further observeth, that the thing 
which Christ recommendeth to every Chris- 
tian, to be done ex charitate Christiana, 
is nothing else but what is incumbent to 
pastors ex officio; for pastors ought, by vir- 
tue of their public charge and ministry, to 
do the same thing authoritatively, which one 
Christian is bidden do to another in Chris- 
tian brotherly charity; that is, to admonish, 
rebuke, &c. 
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I am persaaded were the Lord Jesas' 
scope and intent in this text rightly under- 
stood, there should need no otner confuta^ 
tion of the glosses given either by Erastus 
or by Mr Prynne. They restrict to the case 
of private or personal injuries, and to the 
party injured civilly, that which our Saviour 
prescribeth as a duty of Christian charity, 
which every church member oweth to an- 
other.i It was an impious word of Cain, 
** Am I my brother's keeper ?" though spo- 
ken in rererence to his brother's body and 
natural life; how much more sinful is it to 
say or think in reference to our brother's 
soul, " Am I my brother's keeper ?" Every 
Christian is bound by the commandment of 
God to rebuke his brother, when he seeth, 
heareth, or knoweth him to commit sin ; Lev« 
xix. 17, ** Thou shalt in anywise rebuke thy 
neighbour, and not sufBsr sin upon him." 
Where the tnargmal parallel in the English 
Bibles is Matt, zviii. 15. Yea, Erastus him- 
self, lib. 2, cap. 2, p. 154, confesseth that 
Christ doth in Matt, xviii. interpret that 
law, Lev. xix. So Prov. xxviii. 4, such as 
keep the law, contend with the wicked. 
We ought to hate and abhor sin, by which 
God is dishonoured (and consequently to 
express our zeal against it by rebukes when 
it is committed in our sight, hearing, pre- 
sence, privity, or knowledge), as much, yea, 
much more, than if it were a private and 

?ersonal injury a^inst ourselves, Psal. cvii. 
0; Amos v. 15; Kom. xii. 9; Psal. cxxxix. 
21 , 22. Hence it is that the Apostle exhort- 
eth Christians to " warn them that are unruly 
or disorderly," 1 Thes. v. 13. Wherefore it 
is justly and truly maintained by Augustine, 
ReguL 3, infine Tomi primi; Durandus, 
lib. 4, dist. 19, quest. 3 ; Tostatus in Matt, 
xviii., quest. 95, and divers otliers, that to 
admonish and rebuke a brother committing 
sin, is a necessary Christian duty command- 
ed by the word of God, whereunto Chris- 
tians are obliged by the love of God and 
their neighbour. For which see also ^gi- 
dius de (Joninck, de Actib, Supemat,, disp. 
28, dub. 2 and 4. And if the offender be 
not reduced by more private admonitions 
and rebukes, the same law of spiritual love 
bindeth his brother that knoweth his sin 
and impenitence to tell the church, as Joseph 
told his father of his brethren's faults, G^n. 

1 Cartirright, Histor. Christi, ex. 4^ Evang., p. S54. 
— ^Hoc loco (Matt. ZYiii.) notandnm, singulorum in 
ecclesia civium munus esse, ut delinquentem fratrem 
corpiant. I 



xxxvii. 2, '' And Joseph brought unto their 
father their evil report ;" that is, their scan- 
dalous sins, which made them to have an 
evil report. It is weU noted by Parens 
upon the place, that the thing which Joseph 
did complain of to his &ther, was not his 
brethren's hatred against himself, nor any 
personal injury done to himself (because 
their hatred of Joseph was the effect, not 
the cause, of the information which he gave 
to his father of their faults), but it was their 
sin and scandalous life by which they brought 
an evil name upon themselves and the faimly 
of their father. Wherein he doth, upon good 
reason, justify what Joseph did, because he 
told not his brethren's faults to an enemy, 
but to a father, nor for their evil, but for 
their good. It was also declared unto the 
Aposue by them of the house of Chloe, that 
there were contentions among the Corin- 
thians, 1 Cor. i. 11. So it is coSected from 2 
Thess. iii. 11, that some in the church of 
Thessalonica gave notice to the Apostle of 
such as walked disorderly. And as he that 
spares the rod hates the child, so he that 
neglects to rebuke an offending brother, or 
(when that cannot amend him), neglects to 
tell the church, doth hate his brother's soul, 
in so far as he suffers sin upon him. 

If these things be acknowledged for truths, 
we will be easily induced to believe that the 
scope of Jesus Christ, Matt, xviii. 15 — 17, 
is to teach us, not what he permits the 
party injured to do toward the party injur- 
ing, but what he commands every one that 
loves the soul and salvation of his neighbour, 
to do for reducing his neighbour from a sin 
wherewith he is overtaken. Which fitly 
agreeth with that which Drusius, prceter. 
lib. 1 on Matt, xviii. 15, cited e libra Musar, 
Besides, both fathers, schoolmen, casuists, 
commentators. Popish and Protestant, 
when they handle the questions de correp- 
tione fretema, they make brotherly rebukes 
to be a common duty of love which one 
neighbour oweth to another; and ever and 
anon they clear what they hold from Matt. 



1 Si peccaTerit in te frater tnns. Eadem haben- 
tnr in libro Musar 221, qnanqnam panio aliter, Qni 
arguit socinm debet primum hoc facere pladde in- 
terse et ipanm solum yerbis mollibus, ita nt non 
pude faciat eum si resipiscit bene eat: sin, debet 
eum acriter arguere, et pudefacere inter se et ip- 
Bum. Si non respiscit, debet adhibere socioa, ip- 
sumque coram illia pndore afBcere : si nee hoc modo 
qnicquam profecit, debet eum pude facere coram 
multis, ejusque delictum publicare. Nam certe 
detegendi sunt faypocritae. 
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xviii. I verily believe it is one of the wiles, 
yea, depths of Satan, in perverting that text 
with the Erastian glosses, to throw out of the 
church, and to drown in desuetude and obli- 
vion, a great and necessary duty which every 
Christian, by the law of love, oweth to the 
soul of his brother with whom he converseth, 
which^ were it conscientiously practised, I 
dare say it should be a most powerful and 
effectual means (by the blessing of Christ 
upon his own ordmance) to purge the church 
oi scandals, to gain souls, and to advance 
holiness. 

Now, he that can neither be reduced by 
more private repreheimons nor by public el 
clesiastical conviction, '* Let him be unto thee 
as an heathen man," saith Christ : let him 
be esteemed as one that hath no part in the 
communion of the saints, in church member- 
ship, in the holy things, in the common- 
wealth of Israel, in the covenants of promise, 
more than an heathen man ; which is a spi- 
ritual, not a civil separation, according to 
that, Gal. ii. 15, " We who are Jews by na- 
ture, and not sinners of the Gentiles." 

My second argument shall be this : That 
which Christ saith generally of any sin 
whereby one brother scandaliseth another 
brother, the Erastians restrict to private or 
personal injuries. And whereas Christ's rule 
tendeth to the rescuing and saving of a sin- 
ner, their gloss runs upon a man's particular 
interest in the resarciating of a private in- 
jury. " If thy brother trespass agamst thee ;" 
thai is, Cum quia coram aliquo peccaverit, 
saith Munsterus, *^ When any brollier sinneth 
in the presence of some other." Are we not 
obliged to rebuke an offending brother in 
Christian love, and to endeavour to bring 
him to repentance, and to save his soul, whe- 
ther he hath done to us any particular in- 
jury or not ? May we suffer sin upon his soul, 
because that sin is not an injury to us ? Let 
it be well observed, the thing here aimed at, 
is the salvation of the offending brother, and 
his turning from sin, as Grotius rightly not- 
eth from the word Kepbaheiv (which Eras- 
tus also confesseth from the word iKeylov) ;i 
for in that sense is the word used, 1 Cor. ix. 
19 — 22, " That I might gain them that are 
under the law," &c.; and 1 Peter iii. 1, 
" They may be won by the conversation of 

1 Confirm. Thea., lib. 3, cap. 3, p. 188.— Ideo dicit 
Christus tX$y^n apud Matt, nt intelUgamus emn er- 

roris et iniqaitatis coaviDcendum esse, ut earn agnoE- 
cat ac deprecetur non apud nos tantrnn, sed multo 
magia apud Beum. 



the wives." This, saith Grotius, James doth 
explain, chap. v. 20, " He which convert- 
eth the sinner from the error of his way, 
shall save a soul from death, and shall hide 
a multitude of sins." If this, then, be the 
meaning of Christ's words. Thou hast gained 
thy brother, then it concemeth aU sins 
whereby we know our brother's soul and sal- 
vation to be in hazard. Wherefore, though 
Grotius understand private injures to be that 
case which the text putteth, yet, saith he, 
it is the manner of the law of Grod, by one 
particular and more remarkable kind of 
things, to intimate what ought to be done 
in other things, according to the rule of just 
proportion. And it holds more true in ouier 
sins than in the case of private injuries: 
'^ This rebuking is necessary as well in sins 
which are committed against God as in those 
which are committed against man, and by so 
much the more it is necessary in sins which 
are committed against God, by how much 
they are heavier than sins which are com- 
mitted against man," saith Tostatus in Matt. 
xviiL, quest. 93. And Grotius himself cilw 
eth out of Mimus : — 

" Amici Titia si feraa facias tua." 

And whereas the Erastians take much 
hold of the words against thee : " If thy 
brother trespass against thee," — I have be- 
fore answered, that any sin against Grod, 
which is committed in my sight, nearing, or 
knowledge, and so becometh a scand^ or 
stumbling-block to me, is a trespass commit- 
ted against me, because he that ought to 
edify me doth scandalise me. So that the 
words against thee^ are added to signify 
not a civil injury, but rather a spiritusd in- 
jury or scandal. Augustine, Reguh 3, injlne 
tom. 1, applieth the rule and method of pro- 
ceeding mentioned Matt, xviii., to lascivious 
or adulterous behaviour, which one brother 
observing in another, ought to admonish him, 
first secretly, then to take witnesses, then to 
tell the church, and if he be contumacious, 
de vestra societate projidatur : Let him be 
cast out of your society, saith he. And the 
context carrieth it to any scandal whereby 
one brother scandaliseth another, whereof 
much was spoken in the preceding part of 
the chapter. Erastus, p. 154, Scopus Christi 
est in hoc capite docere, quantum malum 
sit scandalum : The scope of Christ is, in 
this chapter, to teach how great an evil 
scandal is. Wherefore I adhere to the re- 
solution of Tostatus in Matt, xviii., quest. 
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84, Sive sit peccatum directs contra Deum, 
sive contra proximum, si Jit nobis scientl- 
buSj/lt contra nos, cum nos scandalizet. 
Both Chrysostom and Theophylact, upon 
Matt, xviii. 15, observe this cohesion, tnat 
Christ, having before spoken against those 
that give scandal, now he gives a rule to the 
person scandalised. 

Thirdly, That exposition which now I 
argue against, tendeth to make one scrip- 
ture contradict another, and to make that 
lawful by one scripture which another scrip- 
ture makes unlawful, even some of them- 
selves being judges. They so expound 
Matt, xviii., that they make it lawful (and 
as such allowed by Christ himself) for a 
Christian to pursue his brother for a civil 
injury before infidel or heathenish judges, 
even as he would pursue an heathen or infi- 
del, if such an one had done him the injury. 
Erastus saith fi^eely^ (jet foully), that if a 
congregation of the faithful be under the 
Tui or the Pope, one of them may pursue 
another for an injury (when the offender 
wiU not hearken to his own assembly), be- 
fore those judges who are aliens and ene- 
mies to the true religion. His exposition of 
Matt, xviii. doth plainly lead hereunto. So 
saith Bishop Biton (a great follower of 
Erastus) in this debate upon Matt, xviii., in 
the place before cited, "Let him be to 
thee as an heathen man and a' publican; 
that is, pursue him in those courts where 
thou wouldest a pagan and publican that 
should do thee wrong." But how doth this 
agree with 1 Cor. vi. (the place which Eras- 
tus, thes. 41, conceiveth to be a commen- 
tary upon Matt, xviii.) ? Doth not the 
Apostle expressly condemn it, as being ut- 
terly a fault, that one brother went to law 
with another, for the things of this life or 
civil causes, before the uniust and unbeliev- 
ers ? Nay, let us hear Bishop Bilson him- 
self in that very place : " Paul (saith he) 
by no means permitted them to pursue their 
brethren at the tribunals of infidels." What 
then ? Will they set Paul against Christ ? 
or will they make 1 Cor. vi. contrary to 
Matt, xviii. ? As for that whereby Erastus 
would reconcile this difference, it as good as 
nothing. He saith, p. 183, that Paul re- 

1 Confirm. Thes., lib. 3, cap. 2, p. 184.— Habitant 
nnnc anb Turca et pontifice Romano fideles ; si qnis 
afficiatur ibi a fratre injuria, nee audire injnriosns 
8uam coBtum velit, quid aliud potest offensus facere 
qnam ejns implorare judicis opem, qui facnltatem 
habet coercendi ? 



quireth them to refer to arbitrators within the 
church itself, only the smallest matters and 
things pertaining to this hfe, but not crimes 
or weighty matters, which he would reserve 
to the magistrates, otherwise he had de- 
tracted much from those to whom he every- 
where commandeth to give obedience. And 
so, saith he, that which Paul saith is nothing 
but what Christ saith, " Tell the church." 
Besides, Paul himself appealed to Caesar : 
Let all men judge, saith he, whether the 
Apostle would make it unlawful to other 
wronged persons, which he thought lawfiil 
for himself? I answer, 1. If it was a shame 
and foul scandal for Christians to pursue one 
another for smaller matters pertaining te 
this hfe, how much more for crimes and 
weightier matters ? for then the unbelievers 
might cast the heavier load of reproaches 
upon the Christian reUgion. 2. This might 
have opened a door to elude that which the 
Apostle so earnestly presseth ; for one would 
be ready te say, this cause of mine is a 
weighty one, it is an injury and crime that 
cannot be borne, therefore I am firee to 
pursue it before unbelievers ; whereas the 
Apostle saith, " Why do ye not rather take 
wrong ? why do ye not rather suffer your- 
selves to be defrauded?" 3. The judging 
of the smallest matters, and of the thmgs 
pertaining to this life is, by the Apostle, 
opposed, not to weighty civil injuries, but to 
the judging of the world and oi angels, as is 
manifest by the antithesis in the text. But 
he maketh no intimation of the least dis- 
tinction of civil injuries, as if some might be 
pursued before unbelieving judges, some not. 
He Bpeaketh generally, ver. 1, " Dare any of 
you having a matter against another ;" ver. 
4, "If tnen ye have judgments of things 
pertaining to fiiis life ;" ver. 7, " Why do ye 
not rather take wrong ?" 4. If that which 
Paul saith be the same with that which 
Christ saith, " Tell the church ;" and if it 
was Paul's mind that he who would not 
heai'ken to chosen arbitrators among the 
saints, might be pursued before the unbe- 
heving judges (as Erastus tells us both here 
and thes. 47), then " Tell the church" can- 
not be meant of teUingthe magistrate of the 
same rehgion; for Paul sends them to no 
Christian magistrate (because there was none 
such then and there), but to arbitrators cho- 
sen among the saints. It is most strange to 
me, that so acute a disputant could expound 
the telling of the church. Matt, xviii., by 
the reference to arbitrators, 1 Cor. vi., and 
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yet understand the church, Matt, xviii., to 
be the civil magistrate. 6. There might be 
subjection and obedienc6 to the heathen ma- 
gistrates, although the saints should not go 
to law one against another before them. 6. 
Paul did but appeal from Caesar's deputy to 
Ceesar himself. He was drawn, by the 
Jews, before the tribunal of Festus (wherein 
Paul was a sufferer), and finding Festus 
unjust and partial, and that he endeavoured 
to deliver him to the Jews, who had a mind 
to have him put to death, thereupon he 
appealeth from Festus to Csesar. So that 
if Erastus had made the parallel right, all 
that he could conclude from Paul's exam- 
ple had been this : That when a Christian 
IS drawn and compelled by his accusers and 
enemies (not being Christians^, before the 
tribunal of an inferior heathen judge ; if he 
there find himself in danger of his life, he 
may appeal in his just defence to an higher 
heathen judge. Wherefore I yet conclude 
that, by the Erastian principles, Christ and 
Paul cannot be reconciled. These three ar- 
guments do militate not only against Eras- 
tus and Bilson, but likewise against Sutlivius, 
de Presb., cap. 9, where he gives this sense 
of Matt, xviii. 16 — 17, that we ought to 
take heed we give no scandal in the pursu- 
ing of injuries, and for that end ought to 
give admonition first privately, then before 
witnesses, and in case of obstinacy in the 
brother that hath done the injury, to tell 
the rulers of the church (meaning the pre- 
lates), and if he will not hear them, then to 
go to law with that brother, as with an hea- 
then or publican. The other arguments 
which are to follow (the lasted excepted), 
strike not at his interpretation, but at those 
other glosses of Erastus, Bilson, and Mr 
Prynne. 

Fourthly, This Erastian exposition makes 
these words, " But if he neglect to hear the 
church, let him be unto thee as an heathen 
man and a publican," to be applicable only 
to such Christians as live under unbelieving 
magistrates, and not to all Christians. This 
consequence Erastus foresaw that it would 
needs follow from his interpretation ; there- 
fore he plainly owneth it, thes. 47. He con- 
fesseth that the former part, concerning re- 
buking and seeking to gain the offending 
brother, belongs to all Christians. What a 
boldness is here, to rent asunder this passage 
of Scripture, wldch was uttered, as it were, 
with one breath ! And why doth not the 
latter part also belong unto all Christians ? 



Must Christians that live under an infidel 
magistrate have more effectual means and 
ways to use towards an offending brother, 
and may they go a step further m putting 
him to shame, or in humbling him, than 
those Christians can do who Eve under a 
Christian magistrate ? How well doth this 
hang together ! I should have thought the 
balance must rather fall to this hand ; but 
to make the condition of those who live un- 
der a Christian magistrate to be more pri- 
vative, and the condition of those who live 
under an infidel magistrate to be more cumu- 
lative, is too great a paradox for me. 

Fifthly, Whereas they say that the way 
prescribed by Christ, Matt, xviii., is such as 
IS agreeable to the law of Moses, and they 
understand by "tell the church" tell the 
magistrate, I ask. What magistrate? If 
the judges and magistrates of the cities, as 
Bishop Wilson thinks, then he who did not 
hearken to those judges might appeal to the 
great sanhedrim at t^rusalem, or the judges 
themselves might refer and transmit the case 
thither; so that the man was not to be 
straightway accounted as an heathen man 
and a publican. But if by the church they 
understand the great sanhedrim itself, he 
that would not hearken to it, was to be put 
to death by the law, Deut. xvii., so that it 
had not been agreeable to the law of Moses 
to teach, that he who will not hearken to the 
great sanhedrim, is to be esteemed as an 
heathen man and a publican ; for this sup- 
poseth that he shall not die, but be suffered 
to live. 

Sixthly, The Erastian principles do plain- 
ly contradict and confiite tnemselves, for both 
Erastus, Bishop Bilson, and Mr Prynne, 
hold that the Jewish sanhedrim, in Christ's 
time, was a temporal magistracy and a civil 
court of justice, which had power to scourge, 
imprison, torture, and outlaw offenders, yea, 
to put to death, as the first two do posi- 
tively aver. How then can it be said, " If 
he neglect to hear the church, &c.,"^ that 
is, if Tie neglect to hear the civil magis- 
trate, who hath power to imprison, scourge, 



1 Sutlivius de Presbyterio, cap. 9. — ^Delude loqui- 
tur ChriRtus de ecclesia, quae cogendi potestatem 
non habuit, cujuaque sententiaiii impune licnit con- 
temnere. Nam si cogendi potestatem habuisset, 
frustra ilia verba addita sunt, si ecclesiam audire 
noluerit :<nam ecclesia coegisset, et sententiam suam 
execution! mandasset. This he objecteth against the 
Presbyterian interpretation ; but, in truth, it helpeth 
us, and strongly militateth against the Erastian in- 
terpretation. 
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torture, outlaw, yea, to put him to death ? 
Surely, " if he neglect to hear the church," 
doth intimate that the church hath not 
used, nor cannot use, any external coercive 
power. Erastus finds himself so mightily 
puzzled with this difficulty, that to make 
out his interpretation of Matt, xviii., he oon- 
fesseth, thes. 53, and Confirm. Thes,, lib, 
2, cap. 2, the Jewish sanhedrim had no 
power, under the Romans, to judge of civil 
causes and injuries, but of things pertaining 
to their religion only, so that at that time, 
saith he, a man might impunef without pu- 
nishment, contemn the judgment of the san- 
hedrim in civil thin^.^ And thus, while he 
seeketh a scdvo for his gloss upon Matt, xviii., 
he overthroweth the great argument by 
which he and his followers endeavour to 
prove that there was no other sanhedrim 
m Christ's time, but a civil court of justice, 
because, say they, that sanhedrim had the 
power of the sword and other temporal 
punishments. 

Seventhly, Observe the gradation in the 
text : 1. A private conviction or rebuke. 

2. Conviction before two or three witnesses. 

3. Conviction before the church, and the 
church's declaring the thing to be an of- 
fence, and commanding the offender to turn 
from his evil way. 4. If he will not hear 
the church (which implieth that the church 
hath spoken and required him to do some- 
what which he refuseth to do), then '' Let 
him be as an heathen man and a publican." 
This last is heavier than all that went be- 
fore, and is the punishment of his not hear- 
ing the churchy Now, this gradation is 
inconsistent with the interpretation which 
Erastus giveth ; for, by his own confession, 
the sanhedrim of the Jews, at that time, 
had not power to judge of civil causes, nor 
to punish any man for a civil injury, but for 
a matter of religion only (yet they are not 
matters of religion, but civil trespasses which 
he understanoB to be meant, Matt, xviii.) 
Here is an intercision in the third step of 
the gradation; and if it were an offence 
in the matter of religion, it had not been a 
greater punishment, but a greater ease to 
the offender, to draw him betore the Boman 
tribunals; for the Romans cared for none 
of those things of which the Jewish sanhe- 
drim was most zealous. The jradation in 
the text is as inconsistent with Mr Frynne's 



1 P. 158. — Promd« impnne poterat, qnl volebat 
judicium Synedrii cootemnere in ciyilibus rebus. 



interpretation ; for imagine the offender to 
be, after previous admonitions, publicly ac- 
cused and convicted before the church (that 
is, in his opinion, the civil court of justice, 
which had power to imprison, scourge, tor- 
ture, and outlaw offenders, if not to con- 
denm and put to death), what should be 
done with such an one? Can we go no 
higher ? Yes ; thus it is in Mr Frynne's 
sense : He that will not submit to the ma- 
gistrate, and cannot be reduced by stripes 
and imprisonment, torturing and outlawing, 
yea, peradventure by condemnation to die 
the death, let this be the last remedy for 
such an one, '^ Let him be unto thee as an 
heathen man and a publican;" that is, with- 
draw familiar civil company from him. 

Eighthly, That interpretation of Erastus 
leaneth to a false supposition, namely, that 
the words &air€p 6 reXw yi^t, '' as a pubhcan," 
are meant universally of all publicans, good 
or bad, or whatever they were. To prove 
this he takes an argument, p. 189, 190, 195, 
from the article 6 ; for, with the Grecians, 
saith he, the article being joined to the pre- 
dicate, noteth the nature, and consequently 
the universaHty of the thing; whence ne con- 
cludeth that 6 reXw^iff signifieth a publican 
qua publican, and so every publican. Now, 
what can be the sense of Christ's words in 
reference to every publican, saith he, unless 
this be it, that it was lawful to pursue any 
publican at a tribunal of the Romans ? I 
answer. His argument eoeth upon a most 
false supposition, which I clear by the like 
instances : Matt. vL 7^ '' Use not vain re- 
petitions as the heathens do," Hairepoi idvi^ 
Koi, Shall we thence conclude that the hea- 
thens as heathens, and so all heathens, with- 
out exception, did use repetitions in prayer, 
or that tliey were all so devout, in their way, 
as to make long prayers ? Luke xviii. 11, *' I 
am not as other men are, ^arep oi Aoivot 
7wy iLvOpuwiay^ extortioners, unjust," &c. 
Did the Fharisee mean that every man eo 
ipso that he was another man, and so the 
rest of the Fharisees, as well as others, were 
extortioners, &c.? John xv. 6, '* He is cast 
forth as a branch," dfs to kX^/io. If the 
rule of Erastus hold, then a branch, aa a 
branch, and so every branch, is cast out. 
Many such instances might be given. If, in 
these texts, there must be a restriction of 
the sense, notwithstanding of the prepoedtive 
article, so that, by heathenSyYfe must undeiv 
stand devout or praying heathens ; by other 
men^ vulgar men, or the common sort of 



DIVINE ORDINAKCB OF CHURCH QOTSKSfWSXTS yiia)ICAT£D. 



187 



men ; hy a branchy a fruitless or withered 
branch ; why shall we' not also nnderstand 
foy h reXktvfft, the profane, loose, or unjust 
publican, and as Urotius doth rightly ex* 
pound it, 6 &fiapTu\6t. Let him be es- 
teemed, saith he, as an heathen man ; that 
is, as an alien from religion or as a publican, 
that is, if he be a Jew, esteem him as an in- 
famous sinner, or one of a flagitious life. 
Since, therefore, Erastus confesseth, p. 194, 
that as the office of the publicans was law- 
ful, so likewise many pubucans were honest, 
chaste, religious, and pious men, I may safely 
conclude, that " Let him be unto thee as a 
publican," cannot be meant universally of 
all publicans. For how can it be supposed 
that Christ would tacitly allow of alienation 
from, or severity to, pious publicans ? 

Ninthly, Whereas the Erastians lay great 
weight upon that form of speech, ^ Let him 
be to thee (not to the whole church) as an 
heathen man and a publican" (which is also 
one of Sutlivius's exceptions, de JPresbyterio, 
cap. 9), in this also they do abuse the text ; 
for, 1. The same offence ^ich is a sufficient 
ground to one diurch member to esteem 
another chnrch member as an heathen man 
or a publican, being a pnblie and known 
scandal (such as is contumacy and disobe- 
dience to the church), must needs be a suf- 
ficient ground to all other diurch members, 
or to the whole church to esteem so of him. 
Surely Christ would not have contradictory 
judgments in his church concerning so hi^ 
a point as is the esteeming of a diureh mem- 
ber to be as an heathen man and a publican. 
2. The Erastians herein argue no better than 
the Papists. Christ said to Peter, ** I will 

five unto thee the keys of the kingdom of 
eaven ;" therefore imto Peter alone* Per- 
adventure Mr Hussey was so sa^dous as to 
prevent thn objection with his Popish con- 
cession : '* These keys were never given to 
any of the apostles but to Peter," saith he, 
m his Plea for Christian Magistracy, f, ^. 
It seems he will far less stick to grant the pre^ 
iatical argument, — Timoliiy laid on hands, 
and Titus ordained elders; therefore each 
of these had the power of ordination by him- 
self alcme. 3. It is a good observation of 
Luther, tom. 1, Resolv. amper propose 13, 
de Potest. PapcB, fol. 299, In Matt, xvi., 
Christ begins with all his disciples, *^ Whom 
say ye that I am?" and he endethwith one, 
«Unto thee will I give," &c. In Matt. 
xviii. he beginneth with one, " If thy bro- 
ther trespass against thee," &c. ; and he 



endeth with all, ** Whatsoever ye bind on 
earth," &c. Whence he condudeth that, 
in both these places, what is said to one is 
said to all of them. 



CHAPTER V. 

THAT '^ TXLL IT TO THE CHURCH" HATH MORS 
IN IT THAN '^ TELL IT UNTO A 0&aAlTBR 



NUMBER. 

There is yet another interpretation of these 
words invented to elude the argument for 
ecclesiastical government and censures, from 
Matt, xviii., '< Tell it unto the church ;" 
that is, if the offending brother will neidier 
hearken to private admonition, nor to ad- 
monition before two or three witnesses, then 
tell it unto many or unto a greater company. 
This calls to mind Dr Sutcmfe's gloss upon 
the word presbytery,^ 1 Tim. iv. 14, that it 
s^ifieth presbyters or ministers, non juris 
vtnetdo, sed uteunque collectos^ as 'i the 
occasional meeting of some presbyters in 
Westmmster Hall, or upon the Exchange, 
or in a journey, or at a burial, were a pre- 
bytery with power to lay on hands. 

That interpretation of the word church is 
no better. But that I may reject nothing 
without reason, I desire it may be oonoder- 
ed, 1. Whether either in Scripture, or in any 
Greek lexicon, or in any cla^lsic author, it 
can be found that tdie word evrXi^/a was 
ever used to signify merely a greater num- 
ber or company than two or tm«e, not call^ 
ed out or embodied together hv government 
or worship. For my part I could never yet 
find where the sim^e majority of the num- 
ber maketh the denomination of e«irXi)ff to. 
X find the word sometimes (yet very seldom) 
used of an unlawful assembly combining or 
joining togeliiier to evil : the reason I take 
to be this, because they pretended to be au- 
thorised as a lawful assembly. So Christ call- 
ed Judas, ^^ friend," when he came to betray 
him with a kiss« But smce the word tKKKrioia, 
Matt, xviii. VJj doth simiify a lawful assem- 
bly (as all do confess), X desire some testi- 
mony of Scripture, or approved authors, 
where this name is given to a lawful assem- 
bly, which was not embodied for worship or 
government, but had the name of iiusXiiirfa 
simply because of the majority of numbers. 

1 SatliTins, de Presbyt., cap. 1. 
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Sure I am etxhiala is at least eoRtus evocar- 
ttiSy an assembly called forth; and every of- 
fended brother hath not from Christ the 
privilege of gathering a church. 2. If by 
''Tell it mito the church" were meant 
no more but this, tell it unto a greater 
number, then, if the offender do not hear 
the church, there itiust be recourse unto 
some others distinct from the church, for 
the more authoritative and ultimate deter- 
mination (unless it be said that there is no 
remedy for offences, but in a greater num- 
ber which each man shall make choice of). 
But where is their more effectual remedy, 
or where will they fix the ultimate degree 
of proceedings? 3. When Christ saith, 
" Tell it unto the church, and if he neglect 
to hear the church," &c., whether req>ect 
be had to the form of the Hebrews, or to 
the form of the Grecians, the churdi will 
still have a ruling power. In the Old Tes- 
tament, the original giveth the name kahal, 
church (which is the word used in the He- 
brew evangel of Matthew, published by Mun- 
sterus, chap, xviii. 17), and the Septuagints 
the name mXtiffiay to the elders and ralers 
of Israel ; as 1 Chron. xiii. 2, 4, and zxix.l ; 
2 Chron. i. 3, and in other places. And that 
which is said of the elders, Deut. xix. 12 ; 
Josh. XX. 4, is said of the congregation or 
church. Num. xxxv. 24 ; Josh. xx. 6 ; so 
Exod. xii. 3, compared with ver. 21. The 
Septuagints also render kalial bv avvihpior, 
Prov. xxvi. 26. It was not, therefore, to 
any assembly, but to an assembly of rulers, 
that causes were brought in the Old Testar 
ment. If we turn to the heathen Grecians, 
among them rcrXifff/a had a power of juris- 
diction to judge and determine causes, as 
is manifest from Acts xix. 38, 39. Their 
iKKXfiaia was of two sorts, as Suides, Budeeus, 
Stephanus, and others have observed: (1.) 
'SofiifAot and ipiatfiivri ^icrXi|9/a, a lawful, 
set, fixed assembly, which met at ordinary 
diets (which is meant in that place of the 
Acts last cited). It was also called Kvp(a 
^crXiiff/a, because of the jurisdiction and rul- 
ing power which was seated in it. Wherein 
I am confirmed by this passage of Aristotle, 
Polit,j lib. 3, cap. 11, ^ yap exKXriala Kvpia 
warrwp twv roiovrmv earif " For the assem- 
bly (saith he) hath the government or arbi- 
trament of aJl such things ;" he is speaking 
of the choosing of magistrates, and of craving 
an account of uieir administration. (2.) Ivy- 
xXriros cKKXriaia, which w&s indicted and call- 
ed pro re nata, upon some urgent extraor- 



dinary cause, and it was eoneio magnatum 
sive optimatum, in which the people were 
not present, as in the other. It was, there- 
fore, rightly noted by Fasor, that Demos- 
thenes usetli the word eKtXiitrla pro con- 
done magnatum. Afterward the Boman 
senate was called flrvyirXiyros fiovXn, and 
sometimes vvycXifros without an adjective; 
eccXifff/a, therefore, among the heathen Gre- 
cians (from whom the word came) was not 
any assembly, but an assembly which had a 
jurisdiction or ruling power. It shall not be 
in vain to add, that e«-<iraXeiflr0af , to appeal 
to a superior ruler cometh from the same 
origuiaiverb from which cometh i€KXtiaia» 
4. The church mentioned Matt, xviii. IVy 
hath a forensical or juridical power, as aj>- 
peareth by that of the two or three wit- 
nesses, ver. 16, which relateth to a juridical 
If roceedinff in the trying and punishing of of- 
fences, as Mr Frynne hath observed, rerad- 
venture some man will say, that the two or 
three witnesses here are brought in only to 
be witnesses to the admonition, or to make 
the admonition the more effectual, and the 
more to be regarded, but not as if any use 
were to be made of these witnesses, to prove 
the fact or offence itself before the church, 
if there be occasion, — I answer. Either it 
must be supposed here that the trespass was 
seen or known only by him that gives the 
first rebuke privately, or that it was also 
seen or known by those two or three wit- 
nesses. If the former, it is much disputed 
among schoolmen, whether he that rebukes 
his offending brother be to proceed any fur- 
ther than a private rebuke for a private of- 
fence, or whether he is to stop at private re- 
bukes, and not to take witnesses with him 
(which divers think to be unfit and disallow- 
ed, as being an officious and unnecessary 
irritation ot the offending brother by the 
spreading of his shame, a making of a pri- 
vate sin to become scandalous to others, as 
likewise an engaging of witnesses to assist in 
the admonition ana rebuke by a blind and 
implicit faith). For my part I shall not need 
here to dispute this point ; for whatever ought 
to be done, or ought not to be done in tnis 
case, when the trespass is known to one only, 
yet in the other case, when besides him that 
rebukes there are two or three more which 
can be witnesses of the fact or trespass com- 
mitted (the trespass being yet not publicly 
divulgea), it cannot be denied, that these 
witnesses of the fact are to be brought unto 
and confronted with the offender, when he 
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cannot be gained by private rebuke, and (if 
need be) prove it afterward before the church. 
Which I have before noted out of Durandus. 
And Aegldius de Coninck tells us (in what- 
soever omer case witnesses are to be taken, 
or are not to be taken), in this case all do 
consent that witnesses are to be taken. ^ 

Concerning the taking of witnesses, when 
the trespass is known to me alone, there are 
three different opinions: 1. That when I 
have rebuked the offender privately, and 
cannot gain him, I am to proceed no fur- 
ther, but have done my duty, and must 
leave the event to God. 2. That when a 
secret admonition is not effectual, witnesses 
are to be taken, in case the offender so ad- 
monished continue in his sin, or in case his 
relapse be feared and expected, that the 
witnesses may observe such continuing or 
relapse in sin, and then assist and join in 
rebuking him, and if need be (that is, in 
case of his contumacy) to prove the fact be- 
fore the church. 3. That even when his 
continuance or relapse in sin cannot be ob- 
served (and so cannot be afterward proved 
by witnesses), yet the second admonition is 
to be given before witnesses when the first 
admonition given privately hath not gained 
the offender. Of these let the reader judge. 
It is enough for the point now in hand, that 
when witnesses can be had to prove the tres- 
pass committed, they ought to be brought, 
first before the offender, and then (if he 
continue obstinate) before the church, to 
prove the fact ; and they must be three, or 
two at the least, which I do not see how it 
can be thought necessary, if we suppose that 
the sin is not known to any but to me alone 
who give the first rebuke ; for if there must 
be a witness of my second admonition, why 
may not one witness join with me as well as 
two, when I cannot have two, but one only, 
willing and ready to join with me. But now 
a necessity of precept lies on me, that I 
must have two witnesses at least, which can- 



1 Be Actib. Snpernat., disp. 28, dnb. 9.— Item 
qnando peccatnm corripiendi praster me est nni 
vel alteri notum, etiam facile mihi est hos post pri- 
mam correptionem adjnngere mihi socios ac testes 
secnndsB correptionis. Cum enim hi non minus 
quam ego ejus peccatnm noverint, SBqualiter pote- 
mnt ipsum de hoc corripere, illudue postea, si opus 
sit, coram superiore testari. Quare communiter 
omnes consent in eo causu testes esse adhibendos, si 
prima correptio non ftierit efficax. Sed tota diffi- 
cultas est qnando peccatnm est mihi soli notum. 
Qua in re triplex est sententia. Prima docet quando 
tunc proximus non emendatur secreta me admoni- 
tione, non esse ulterius progrediendum, &c. 



not be otherwise understood, but in refer- 
ence to aforensical proceediiig i^erwards, 
if need be. 

6. That interpretation which now I speak 
against, while it goeth about to avoid a 
power of jurisdiction and censure in this 
text, it doth subject him that is reproved by 
another to a heavier yoke, and brings him 
into a greater servitude ; for though a man 
be not disobedient nor contumacious unto 
any court civil or ecclesiastical, yet, if he 
doth not hearken to such a number, as the 
party offended shall declare the case unto 
(being a greater number than two or three), 
he must be by and by esteemed and avoided 
as an heathen man and a publican. 

6. This interpretation, as it is fathered 
upon Grotius, so it may be confuted out of 
Grotius upon the very place. He expounds 
" Tell it unto the church" by the same 
words which Drusius citeth, i lihro Musar, 
declare it coram multis, before many ; but 
is this any other than viro rwy irXetovwp, the 
many spoken of 2 Cor. ii. 6 ? a place cited 
by Grotius himself, together with evwmoy 
Trayrwv, " before aU," 1 Tim. v. 20. Now 
these were acts of ecclesiastical power and 
authority, not simply the acts oi a greater 
number. He tells us also it was the manner 
among the Jews to refer the business ad 
multittbdinem ruy ofio^riXiov, to the as-, 
sembly of those who were of tiie same way, 
or followed the same rites, the judgments of 
which multitude, saith he, seniores tan- 
quamprcBsidesmoderabantur: The elders 
as presidents did moderate. He further 
clears it out of Tertullian^ Apol. cap. 39, 
where, speaking of the churches or assem- 
blies of Christians, he saith. Ibidem etiam 
exhortationeSy castigationes et censura di' 
vina, 8fC,, proesident probati quique sen" 
iores : Where there are also exhortations, 
corrections, and divine censure, &c., all the 
approved elders do preside. And is not this 
the very thing we contend for ? 

I hope I may now conclude that " Tell 
the church," is neither meant of the civil 
magistrate, nor simply of a greater number, 
but of the elders, or (as ouiers express it 
better) of the eldership or assembly of el- 
ders. So Stephanus, Scapula, and Fasor in 
the word eKKXritria ; Calvin, Bucerus, Illy- 
ricus, Beza, Hunnius, Tosaanus, Parous, 
Cartwright, Camero, Diodati, the Dutch 
Annotations, all upon the place ; Marlorat 
in ThesaurOf in the word ecclesia; Zan- 
chius, in prsec. 4, p. 741 ; Junius, Animad. 
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in Bell. Contr. S, lib. 1, cap. 6 ; Gerhard, 
Loe. TkeoLj torn, 6^ p. 137 ; Meisnenis, 
DUput. de Regim. Ecctes,, quest. 1 ; Trel- 
catius, Instit. Theol,^ b*b. 1, p. 291 ; Pol- 
anus, 8yntag,y lib. 7> cap. 1 ; ^uUinger, in 
1 Cor. V. 4 ; Whittaker, de Ecdeaia^ quest. 
1, cap. 2 ; DansBus in 1 Tim. p. 246, 394. 
These, and many more, understand that nei- 
ther the magistrate nor the multitude of the 
church, nor simply a great number, is meant 
by the church. Matt, xviii., but tibe elders 
or ecclesiastical senate, who have the name 
of the church, partly by a synecdoche, be- 
cause they are a chief part of the church (as 
otherwhere the people or flock distinct from 
the elders, is called the church. Acts xx. 
28), partly because of their eminent station 
and principal function in the church, as we 
say we have seen such a man's picture, when 
happily it is but from the shoulders upward; 
partly, because the elders act in all matters of 
mipolrtance, so as they carry along with them 
the knowledge and consent of the church 
(and therefore according to Salmeron's ob- 
servation, tom. 4, part. 3, tract. 9, Christ 
would not say. Tell the officers or rulers 
of the church, but, " Tell the church," be- 
cause an obstinate offender is not to be excom- 
municate secretly or in a comer, but with the 
knowledge and consent of the whole church, 
so that ^r striking of the sinner with the 
greater fear and uiame, in regard of that 
knowledge and consent of the church, the 
telling of the officers is called the telling 
of the church) ; partly also, because of the 
ordinary manner of speaking in the like 
cases ; that which is done by the parHament 
is done by the kingdom, and that which is 
done by the common council is done by the 
city. Among the Jews with whom Christ 
and his apostles were conversant this man- 
ner of speaking was usual. DansBus (where 
before cited) citeth B. David Kimchi upon 
Hosea v., noting that the name of the house 
of Israel is (^ten put for the sanhedrim in 
Scripture. It is certain the sanhedrim hath 
divers times the name kahal in the Hebrew 
and ljc«Xi|(r/a in the Greek of the Old Tes- 
tament; which is acknowledged even by 
those who have contended for a kind of po- 
pular government in the church. See 
Guide unto Zion, p. 6 ; Ainsworth in his 
Counterpoisony p. 113, 



CHAPTER VI. 
ow TSB POWER ow Biimnro Ain> LoosiNa, 

MATT. XYin. 18. 

They that do not understand Matt, zviii. 
17) of excommunication, are in extreme dif- 
ficulty and scarce know what to make of 
that binding and loosing which is mentioned 
in the words immediately following, ver. 18, 
"Verily I say unto you, whatsoever ye shall 
bind on earth, shall be bound in heaven, and 
whatsoever ye shall loose on earth, shall be 
loosed in heaven." Erastus and Grotius 
understand it of a private brother, or the 
offended party's binding or loosing of the 
offender. Bishop Biison understands it of 
a civil binding or loosing by the magistrate, 
whom he conceives to be meant by the 
church, ver. 17. These do acknowledge a 
coherence and dependence between ver. 17 
and 18 ; Mr Prynne differing from them, 
doth not acknowledge this coherence, and 
expounds the bmding and loosing to be min- 
isterial indeed, but only doctrinal; some 
others dissenting from all these, do refer 
this binding and loosing not to a person, 
but to a thing or doctrine, '^ whatsoever ye 
shall bind," that is, whatsoever ye shall de- 
clare to be false, erroneous, impious, &c. 
Sutlivius, though he differ much from us in 
the interpretation of ver. 16 — 17, yet he 
differeth as much (if not more) from the 
Erastians in the interpretation of ver. 18 ; 
for he will have the binding and loosing to 
be ecclesiastical and spiritual, not civil ; to be 
juridical, not doctrinal only ; to be acts of 
government committed to apostles, bishops 
and pastors. He alloweth no share to ruling 
elders, yet he alloweth as little of the power 
of binding and loosing, either to the magis- 
trate or to the party offended. See him, de 
Preshyterio^ cap. 9, 10 ; so that they can 
neither satii^ memselves nor others^ con- 
cerning the meaning and the context. 

For the confiitation of all those glosses, 
and for the vindication of the true scope and 
sense of the text, I shall first of all observe, 
whence this phrase of binding and loosing ap- 
peareth to have been borrowed, namely, both 
from the Hebrews and from the Grecians. 
The Hebrews did ascribe to the interpreters 
of the law, power, authority *^DN^ d^«(»', to 
bind, and H^il Xvt ii y, to loose. So Grotius 
tolls us on Matt, xvi 19, the Hebrews had 
their loosing of an excommunicated person, 
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which they called jniliDn mrjil. See 
Buxtorff, Lexic. Chald, Tcdm. Babinnf p. 
1410. The Grecians also had a binding and 
loosing which was judicial. Budseusand Ste- 
phanus, on the word Xv^, cite out of Ae- 
schines, ^Ewetbar r$ wpitrii yj/tift* fii^ Xvdif to 
wapavoftov, Quum primo auffragio non ah" 
solutus fuerit reus rSv wapavdfitiv, Y^^ov 
was the stone by which the senators did give 
their suffrage in judgment. It was either a 
black stone, by wnich they did bind the sin- 
ner and retain his sin, and that stone was 
called ii dvacpovaa or Kadaipovifa ; or it was 
a white stone, by which they did loose, re- 
mit and absolve ; and that stone was called 
jjf abi(ov<ya oh ^ eKeovaa, which was the 
thing that Tully calleth solvere crimine. 
So where it is said, '< her iniquity is par- 
doned," Isa. xl. 2, the LXX. read XiXvrai 
iivriis ii hfiaprtay her iniquity is loosed. 
And because there is usually some kind of 
expiation before a loosing and remitting of 
sins, which expiation being performed, the 
loosing foUows, therefore the Grecians called 
such necessary and requisite expiation by the 
name of Xvaif , that is, loosing ; and they 
had their Xvtrioi 6€o2, expiatory gods, who 
did chiefly take care of those expiations. 

That in Scripture the power of binding 
is judicial and authoritative is cleared by my 
reverend and learned colleague Mr Ruther- 
ford, in The Divine Right of Church Go- 
vernment, p. 234, 235. I add, that the 
word "^Dt^j unto which Grotius sends us, is 
used for that binding or incarceration which 
is an act of corrective authority, as G«n. xl. 
3; xlii. 16, 19, 24; Num. xv. 34; Lev. xxiv. 
12 ; 2 Kings xvii. 4 ; Isa. xlii. 7 ; Jer. xl. 1 ; 
Ezek. iii. 25. It is also used for an autho- 
ritative prohibition. Num. xi. 28, " My lord 
Moses, forbid them." Thence TDM* inter- 
dictum^ a decree forbidding somewhat, Dan. 
vi.7— 9. 

As binding and loosing are acts of autho- 
rity and power, such as doth not belong to 
any single person or brother offended, so 
the binding and loosing mentioned Matt. 
xviii. 18 are acts of ecclesiastical and spiri- 
tual authority, belonging to the kingdom 
and government of Christ in his church, but 
not belonging to the civil magistrate. And 
as the authority is ecclesiastical and spiri- 
tual, so it is more than doctrinal, — it is a 
power of inflicting or taking off church cen- 
sures. These two things I will endeavour 
to prove : 1. That this power of binding 
and loosing belongeth neither to private 



Christians, nor to civil magistrates, but to 
church officers. 2. That this power is ju- 
ridical or forensical, and not doctrinal only ; 
that is, that church officers are here autho- 
rised to bind with censures, or to loose from 
censures, as there shall be cause. In both 
which we have antiquity for us ; which I do 
the rather observe, because Erastus and Gro- 
tius allege some of the ancients for their ex- 
position of Matt, xviii. 18, that this binding 
or loosing is by the offended brother. That 
which Augustine, Origen, and Theophylact 
say of one brother's binding or loosing, is 
but spoken tropologically, and not as the 
literal sense of the text ; yea, Theophylact, 
in that passage cited by Erastus and Grotius, 
doth distinguish between the ministerial or 
eoclesiasticai binding and loosing, and the 
offended party's binding and loosmg : Non 
enim solum quce solvunt sacerdotes sunt 
soluta, sed qucecunque et nos, 8fC. Theo« 
phylact doth also find excommtmication in 
that text, Ulam autem fecclesiamj si non 
audierit, tunc ahjiciatur, ne suce malitice 
participes faciat alios, I further appeal to 
Augustine himself, epist. 75, where, speak- 
ing of excommunication and anathema, he 
distinguisheth it from corporal punishment, 
and, after he hath spoken of the temporal 
sword, he addeth, Spiritualis autem pcena, 
qua Jit quod scriptum est, Quce ligaveris 
in terra, erunt ligata et in ccelo, animas 
obligat: But the spiritual punishment, by 
which that thing is done which is written, 
What thou shalt bind on earth shall be 
bound in heaven, doth bind souls. Again, 
in his sixth vol., lib. 1, contra Adversa- 
rium Legis et Prophetarum, cap. 17, he 
doth most plainly interpret Matt, xviii. 18 
of church discipHne and binding by censure.^ 
Jerome, both in his commentary upon 
Matt, xviii. and in his epistle to Heliodorus, 
speaketh of this power of binding as a judi- 

III r T _ _ ^ 

1 Igttoscendi autem misericon mansnetudo, &e., 
non ^ hoc valet ut nt iniqaitas impiinita, ant tor- 
pens et dormiens disciplinai quod potins obsit qnam 
dillgens vigilanique yindieta. Claves quippe regni 
caelornm aie dedit Cfariitas ecelesi», nt non lolum 
dxceret qii» solyeritiB super terrain, ernnt solnt a 
et in csBlis : nbi apertisaime bonuro, non malum pro 
malo reddit eccleaia : yerum et adjungeret. Quas li- 
gayeritis in terra ernnt ligata et in csbIo, quia bona 
est et yindicandi justitia. lUud enim quod ait, si 
nee eccleaiam audierit, sit tibi tanquam ethnicus et 
publicanus, grayius est quam si gladio feriretur, si 
fiammis absumeretur, si feris subrigeretur. Nam 
ibi quoque subjunxit, amen dice yobis qusB ligayeri- 
tis super terram erunt ligata et in csslis : ut intelli- 
geretur quanto grayius sit punitus qui yelut relictus 
est impunitus. 
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cial forensical power belonging to the min- 
isters or officers of the cnurch, by which 
they judge and censure offenders.^ 

But to save myself the labour of more 
citations, I take help from Bishop Bilson, 
Of the Perpetual Government of Christ^ a 
Churchy cap. 4, where, though he expound 
the binding and loosing, Matt, xviii. 18, to 
be acts of the magistrate, yet he acknow- 
ledgeth that the ancient writers lean very 
much another way, and understand that 
text of the ministerial and spiritual power of 
excommunication, for which he citetn Chry- 
sostom, de Sacerdotio, lib. 3 ; Ambrosius, 
de Pcenitent,, lib. 1, cap. 2; Jerome in Matt, 
cap. 18 ; Hilarius in Matt., can. 18. Unto 
these I also add Isidorus Pelusiota, in the 
third book of his £pistles, epist. 260, where 
he applieth this text. Matt, xviii. 18, to this 
sense, That impenitent sinners are to be 
bound, and penitent sinners loosed, and 
thence argueth against the absolving of a 
perjured person who had not declared him- 
self penitent, but had purchased his absolu- 
tion by a gift. Nor can I pass Ghrysostom 
upon this very text, where he tells that 
Christ will have such a one to be punished, 
Kal Tff ivrevdty nfiupla xal Tfj Icec icoXaffei, 
both with a present chastisement and with 
a ftiture punishment, or both in earth and 
in heaven ; and would have the offender to 
fear n^i^ diro rfls eKKXfi^ias iic^oXriy, casting 
out of the church. He addeth, ovk evOeuts 
eiiKo^Vf he cuts not off immediately, but 
after admonitions. 

I will now proceed to a iiirther confirma- 
tion of the two propositions afore-mentioned. 
Touching the nrst, that this binding and 
loosing. Matt, xviii. 18, belongeth neither 

1 Jerome in Matt, xviii. 18, Quia dixerat, Si autem 
ecclesiam non audierit, sit tibi sicnt ethnicns et pnb- 
licanns, et poterat contemptoris fratris Iisbc occulta 
ease reaponsio vel tacita cogitatio : si me despicis et 
ego te despicio : si tu me condemnas, et mea senten- 
tia condemnaberis : potestatem tribnit apostolis, nt 
sciant qui a talibus condCTinantar, hnmanam sen* 
tentiam diyina seotentia roborari, et qnodcunqne li- 
gatnm f nerit in terra, ligari pariter et in caslo. Je- 
rome, epist. 1, ad Heliod. — ^Absit at de his quicqnam 
siniBtnun loqnar, qni apostolico gradni snocedentes, 
Christi corpns sacro ore conficinnt, per qnos et nos 
Christiani snmus. Qni elaves regni csslomm ha- 
bentes, qaodammodo ante jndicii diem judicant, &c. 
Mihi ante presbyterum Clegendnm fortasse presby- 
terinm) sedere oon licet : illi si peccavero, licet tra- 
dere me SatansB in interitnm camis, at spiritns sal- 
vas ait. Et in veteri quid em lege, qnicanqae sacer- 
dotibas non obtemperasset, ant extra caatra positna, 
lapidabatar a popolo, ant gladio cerrice sabjecta, 
contemptnm expiabat craore: Nunc vero inobedi- 
ena, spiritoali mncrone trancatar, aat ejectua de 
eccleaia, rabido dsBmonam ore discerpitor. 



to private Christians nor to civil magistrates, 
but to church officers, I clear it thus : There 
are two things by which (as schoolmen ob- 
serve) men's souls and consciences are bound. 
1. Tney are bound by their sins, Prov. v. 
22, " His own iniquities shall take the wick- 
ed himself, and he shall be holden with the 
cords of his sins ;" Acts viii. 23, '* Thou art 
in the bond of iniquity." 2. Men are bound 
by precepts. Matt, xxiii. 4, " They bind 
heavy burdens, and grievous to be borne, and 
lay them on men's shoulders." This bind- 
ing by precept or law some take to be meant, 
Ezek. ill. 25, " O son of man, behold they 
shall put hands upon thee, and shall bind 
thee with them ;" that is, thou shalt, in 
vision, see thyself bound with bands upon 
thee, to signify that I have forbidden thee 
to be a reprover to the rebellious house. 
So the Chaidee paraphrase : " But thou, O 
Son of man, behold I have put my word 
upon thee, as a band of cords with which 
they bind, and thou shalt not go fortli into 
the midst of them." Now, in both these 
respects, the Scripture elsewhere doth as- 
cribe to church officers a power of binding 
and loosing. 1. In respect of sin, John xx. 
23, " Whose soever sins ye remit they are re- 
mitted unto them, and whose soever sins ye 
retain they are retained." It is spoken to 
the apostles and their successors in the 
ministry of the gospel, Matt. xvi. 19, "I 
will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt bind 
on earth shall be bound in heaven, and 
whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall 
be loosed in heaven ;" where the power of 
binding and loosing is given to the apostles, 
and Grotius upon the place cleareth it from 
2 Cor. V. 19, 20, " God hath committed unto 
us the word of reconciliation. Now, then, 
we are ambassadors for Christ." So that 
we find, in Scripture, church officers ena- 
bled and authorised, ex ojicio, as the heralds 
and ambassadors of the King of Zion, to 
loose from the bands of sin all repenting 
and believing sinners, and to bind over to 
eternal justice and wrath the impenitent 
and unbelievers. 2. They are also autho- 
rised, dogmatically and authoritatively, to 
declare and impose the will of Christ, and 
to bind his precepts upon the shoulders of 
his people. Matt, xxviii. 20 ; as likewise to 
loose them and pronounce them iree from 
such burdens, as men would impose upon 
them, contrary or beside the word of God, 
1 Cor. vii. 23. An example of both we have. 
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Acts xv. 28. The synod of the apostles and 
elders bindeth upon the churches such bur- 
dens aa were necessary, by the law of love, 
for the avoiding of scandal, but did pro- 
nounce the churches to be free and loosed 
irom other burdens which the^ Judaising 
teachers would have bound upon them. 
Now, therefore, if we will expound Matt, 
xviii. 18, by other scriptures (it being the 
only surest way to en>ound Scripture by 
Scripture), it is maniiast and undeniable, 
that church officers are, by other scriptures, 
enabled and authorised to bind and loose in 
both those respects afore-mentioned. But 
we nowhere find in Scripture, that Christ 
hath given either to all private Christians, 
or to the civil magistrate, a commission and 
authority to bind or loose sinners. I know 
a private Christian may and ought to con- 
vince an impenitent brother, and to comfort 
a repenting brother, ex charitate Chris- 
tiana ; but the Scripture doth not say, that 
€rod hath committed to every private Chris- 
tian the word of reconciliation, and that all 
Christians are ambassadors for Christ ; nor is 
there a promise to ratify in heaven the con- 
victions or comforts given by a private Chris- 
tian, no more than a king doth engage 
himself in verbo principis to pardon sucn as 
any of his good subjects shall pardon, or to 
condemn such as any of his good subjects 
shall condemn ; but a king engageth himself 
to ratify what his ambasKtdors, commission- 
ers, or ministers, shall do in his name, and 
according to the commission which he hath 
given them to pardon or condemn. Be- 
sides all this, if Christ had meant here of 
the brother's private binding or loosing, to 
whom the injury was done, not condemn- 
ing or forgiving, then he had kept the phrase 
in the singular number, which Erastus ob- 
serveth diligently all along the text, ver. 15, 
16, 17. But he might have also observed, 
that ver. 18 carries the power of binding 
and loosing to a plurality, " Whatsover ye 
bind," &c. As for the magistrate, it be- 
longeth to him to bind with uie cords of cor- 
poral or civil punidunente, or to loose and 
liberate from the same, as he shall see cause, 
according to law and justice. But this doth 
not belong to the spiritual kingdom of Jesus 
Christ ; for his kingdom is not of this world, 
neither are the weapons thereof carnal but 
spiritual. And, beside, the magistrate may 
law^lly and sometime doth bind on punish- 
ment, when the soul is loosed in heaven, and 
the sin remitted. Again, the magistrate 



may lawfully, and sometime doth, loose and 
absolve from punishment, when a man's soul 
is impenitent, and sin is still bound upon his 
conscience. There is no such promise that 
God will forgive whom the magistrate for- 
giveth, or condemn whom the magistrate 
condemneth. Neither hath God anywhere 
in Scripture committed to the magistrate 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven, or the 
word of reconciliation, as to the ambassa- 
dors of Christ. 

Binding and loosing in the other sense, by 
a dogmatical authoritative declaration of the 
will of Christ, is not so principally or direct- 
ly intended. Matt, xviii. 18, as that other 
binding and loosing in respect of sin. How- 
beit, it is not to be excluded, because the 
words preceding, ver. 17, mention not only 
the execution of excommunication, ''Let 
him be to thee as an heathen man and a 
publican," but also the church's judgment, 
and determination of the case, ''If he ne- 
glect to hear the church," which words imply 
that the church hath declared the will of 
Christ in such a case, and required the of- 
fender to do accordingly; but he, showing 
himself unwilling and contumacious, as it 
were saying in his heart, I will break their 
bands asunder, and cast away their cords 
from me, thereupon the promise reacheth 
to this also, that what the church hath de- 
termined or imposed according to the will of 
Christ, shall be ratified and approved in 
heaven. Now Christ hath nowhere given 
a commission, either to every particular 
Christian, or to the magistrate, to teach his 
people to observe aU things which he hath 
commanded them, and authoritatively to de- 
termine controversies of faith, or cases of 
conscience.^ As in the Old Testament, the 
priest's lips did preserve knowledge, and 
they were to seek the law at his mouth, 
Mai. ii. 7, so in the New Testament, the 
ministers of Christ have the commission to 
make known the counsel of God. 

My second proposition, that the power of 
binding and loosing. Matt, xviii. 18, is juri- 
dical or forensical, and meant of inflicting 
or taking off ecclesiastical censures, this I 
will make good in the next place against 
Mr Prynne, who, to elude the argument 
for excommunication from Matt, xviii., an- 
swereth two things concerning the binding 

1 SatliTins de Presbyt., cap. 14, p. 107.— Apoetoli 
religionis et fidei a Cbristo cognitionem acceperunt : 
bffic enim pars est maxima clavinm quas ille aposto- 
lis snis commisit. 

2B 
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and loosing there spoken of. 1. That these 
words have no coherence with, or depen- 
dence upon, the former. 2. That this bind- 
ing and loosing is meant only of preaching 
the gospel. Touching the firat of these, 1 
confess if by the churchy ver. 17, be meant 
a civil court of justice, and by those words, 
"Let him be unto thee as an heathen," 
&c., be meant no more but keep no civil fel- 
lowship with him (which is his sense of the 
text), I cannot marvel that he could find no 
coherence between verses 17 and 18 ; yet if 
there be no coherence between these verses, 
the generality of interpreters have gone upon 
a great mistake of the text, conceiving tnat 
Christ doth here anticipate a great objec- 
tion, and add a great encouragement in point 
of church discipline ; for when the offender 
is excommunicated (that is all the church 
can do to humble and reduce him), put the 
case, He or others despise the censures of the 
church, " What will your censure do ?" saith 
Mr Hussey. To that very thing Christ an- 
swereth, It shall be ratified in neaven, and 
it shall do more than the binding of the of- 
fenders in fetters of iron could do. But let 
us hear what Mr Frynne saith against the 
coherence of text. Because, saith he, that of 
binding and loosing is " spoken only to and 
of Christ's disciples, as is evident by the pa- 
rallel text of Jonn xx. 23, not of the Jewish 
church." 

It maketh the more against him (I am 
sure) that it is spoken to and of Christ's dis- 
ciples; for this proveth that the church, ver. 
17, is not the Jewish sanhedrim, but the 
Christian presbytery, then instituted, and 
afterwards erected ; and that the thing which 
makes one as an heathen and a publican, is 
binding of his sins upon him. And for the 
context, immediately after Christ had said, 
" If he neglect to hear the church, let him 
be unto thee," &c., he addeth, "Verily I 
say unto you, whatsoever ye shall bind on 
earth," &c. The dependency is very clear. 
A Christian having first admonished his 
brother in private, then, having taken two 
or three witnesses, after this, having brought 
it to the public cognisance of the ecclesiasti- 
cal consistory, and after all that, the offender 
being for his obstinacy excommimicate : here 
is the last step, no further progress. Now, 
might one think, what of all this? what shall 
folk)w upon it ? Nay, saith Christ, it shall 
not be in vain, it shall be ratified in heaven. 
And as the purpose cohereth, so that form 
of words, " Venly I say imto you," is ordi- 



narily used by Christ to signify his continu- 
ing and pressing home the same purpose 
which he had last mentioned, as Matt. v. 
26 ; vi. 2 ; viii. 10 ; x. 15; xi. 11 ; xviii. 3 ; 
xix. 23, 28 ; xxi. 31 ; xxiii. 36 ; xxiv. 34, 
47 ; xxvi. 13; Mark x. 15 ; xii. 43; xiii. 30 ; 
Luke xii. 37, and many the like passages. 
To my best observation, I have found no 
place where Christ's " Verily I say unto 
you" begins a new purpose, which hath no 
coherence with, nor dependence upon the 
former. 

This coherence of the text, and the de- 
pendency of ver. 18 upon that which went 
before (which dependency is acknowledged 
by Erastus, who, perceiving that he could 
not deny the dependency, fancieth that the 
binding and loosing is meant of the offended 
brother's pardoning or not pardoning of the 
offender. Confirm. Thes, p. 157), doth also 
quite overthrow Mr Prynne's other answer, 
tnat this binding and loosing is only meant 
of preaching the gospel, and of denpuncing 
remission of sins to the penitent, and wrath 
to the impenitent. 

Nay, that potestas clavium concioncdis 
is instituted in other places, but here it is 
potestas clavium disdplinalis, as is evident: 
First, by the coherence of the text, and by 
the taking of two or three more, and then 
telling of the thing to the church ; all which 
intimateth a rising as &om one or two or three 
more, so firom mem to the church, which 
cannot be meant of one man, as hath been 
argued against both Pope and prelate, for 
no one man can be called a church ; neither 
hath one man the power of jurisdiction, but 
one man hath the power of preaching. 

Secondly, The apostles, and those who suc- 
ceed them in the work of the ministry, have 
the same power of the keys committed from 
Christ to them ministeriaUy, which Christ 
hath committed from the Father to him (as 
Mediator) authoritatively ; for, in the parallel 
place, John xx. 21, 23, where he gives them 
power of remitting or retaining sins, he saith, 
" As my Father hath sent me, even so send I 
you." But the Father gave Christ such a 
power of the keys, as comprehends a power 
of government, and not merely doctrinal ; 
Isa. xxii. 21, 22, " I will commit the go- 
vernment into his hand, &c. And the keys 
of the house of David will I lay upon his 
shoulder." 

Thirdly, It may be proved also by that 
which immediately foUoweth, ver. 19, "Again 
I say imto you, that if two of you shall agree 



DIVINE ORDINANCE OF CHUKCH GOVERNMENT VINDICATED. 



195 



on earth," &c., which cannot be meant of 
the power of preaching ; for neither the ef- 
ficacy of preaching, nor the ratification of it 
in heaven, nor the fruit of it on earth, doth 
depend upon this, that two preachers must 
needs agree in the same thing. But it 
agreeth well to the power of discipline, con- 
ceming which it axiswereth these two objec 
tions : Furst, It might be said, the apostles 
and other church governors may fall to be 
very few in this or that church where the 
offence riseth ; shall we, in that case, ex- 
ecute any church discipHne? Yes, saith 
Christ, if there were but two church officers 
in a church (where no more can be had), 
they are to exercise discipline, and it shall 
not be in vain. Again, it might be objected, 
be they two or three, or more, what if they 
do not agree among themselves ? To that he 
answeretn. There must be an agreement of 
two church officers at least, otherwise the 
sentence shall be null. We cannot say the 
like of the doctrinal power of binding or 
loosing, that it is of no source or validity, 
unless two, at least, agree in the same doc- 
trine, as hath been said. Two must agree 
in that sentence or censure, which is desired 
to be ratified in heaven, and then they bind- 
ing on earth, and unanimously calling upon 
Grod to ratify it in heaven, it shall be done. 
Fourthly, This binding and loosing can- 
not go without the church — it is applicable 
to none but a church member or a brother. 
So the thread of the text goes along from 
ver. 15, "ijf thy brother trespass against 
thee ;" and ver. 16, " Thou hast gained thy 
brother,''^ And when it is said, " Tell the 
church," it is supposed that the offender is a 
member of the church, over whom the church 
hath authority, and of whom there is hope 
that he will hear the church, And when it 
is said, '' Let him be unto thee as an hea- 
then man and a publican," it is supposed 
that formerly he was not unto us as an hea- 
then man and a publican. For these and 
the like reasons Tostatus, in Matt, xviii., 
quesft. 91, and divers others, hold that this 
rule of Christ is not applicable to those who 
are without the church. But if the bind- 
ing and loosing be meant only of preaching 
the gospel, as Mr Prynne would have it, 
then it were applicable to those that are not 
yet baptized nor made church members ; 
for unto such the gospel hath been, and may 
be, preached. The binding and loosing which 
is proper to a brother, or to a church mem- 
ber, must be a juridical power of censures. 



of which the Apostle saith, 1 Cor. v. 12, 
"What have I to do to judge them also 
that are without ? do not ye judge them that 
are within ?" Therefore Chrysostom, hom. 
61, in Matt, (according to the Greek, hom. 
60), doth parallel Matt, xviii. with 1 Cor. v., 
proving that this rule of Christ is not appli- 
cable to one that is without, but only to a 
brother : " Which Paul also saith in these 
words. What have I to do to judge them 
also that are without ?" But he commandeth 
us to convince and reduce brethren, kqi avo- 
T€fiv€tv fjL}) vetOofievovSf and to cut off the 
disobedient : this he (Christ) doth also in this 
place." Theophylact, also, on Matt, xviii., 
noteth the same restriction of this rule of 
Christ to a Christian brother. 

Fifthly, This binding power is not to be 
made use of, till all other means have been 
essayed, ante tentanda omnia, saith Mun- 
sterus ; first, a private admonition, then be- 
fore witnesses, then the matter is brought to 
the church, the church declareth and judg- 
eth, the offender neglecteth to hear the 
church, then, after all this, cometh the bind- 
ing, which must needs be a binding with 
censures ; for that binding which Mr Prynne 
speaks of, the denouncing of the wrath of 
(5-od against the impenitent, by the preach- 
ing of the gospel, is not, neither ought to be, 
suspended or delayed upon such degrees of 
proceeding. 

Sixthly, This binding and loosing is not 
without two or three witnesses, ver. 16. 
But that of two or three witnesses relateth 
to a forensical or judicial proceeding, as Mr 
Prynne himself tells us. These witnesses 
may be brought before the ecclesiastical 
court, either to prove the offender's contu- 
macy, being admonished, or to prove the 
scandalous fact itself, which was, from the 
beginning, known to two or three witnesses, 
according to the sense of schoolmen, express- 
ed in the preceding cliapter. 

Seventhly, This phrase of binding and 
loosing is taken both from the Hebrews and 
from the Grecians ; but both the Hebrews 
and the Grecians used these words in a juri- 
dical sense, as I observed in the beginning. 

Eighthly, That the binding and loosing, 
Matt, xviii. 18, is juridical, not doctrinal, 
belonging to the power of jurisdiction, not 
of order, is the sense of the ancients above 
cited; as likewise of Scotus, hb. 4, sent, 
dist. 19, quest. 1, art. 5 ; Tostatus in Matt, 
xviii., quest. 113, yea, the current both of 
schoolmen and of interpreters, as well Pro- 
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testant as Popish, runneth that way. It 
were too long to cite all. Yea, further, 
Salmasias, in Appar, ad Lib, de Primatu, 
p. 296, understands the binding and loosing, 
Matt. xvi. 19; John xx. 23, of discipline; 
so WalsBus, torn. 1, p. 92 ; so divers others. 
From the same places, Aretius, Theol. 
Prohl., loc. 133, de excom,, draws excom- 
munication as an ordinance of Christ ; from 
the same two texts, John xx. 23, and Matt, 
xn. 19, Dionjsius Areopagita, de Ecclesi' 
€Lstica Hierarchiaf cap. 7, sect. 7, doth prove 
that Christ hath committed unto the minis- 
ters of the church ras &<^op*<rriKai bvyafieis. 
His ancient scholiast Maximus upon that 
place tells us, that he speaks w€pl riiv &coc- 
ntvfiaiap cac a^opiofiiap, of excommunicar 
tions and separations, or (as he there fur- 
ther exphdneth) the judging and separating 
between the righteous and tne wicked. Sal- 
meron, upon Matt. xvi. 19, thinks that the 
latter part of that verse, " And whatsoever 
thou sbalt bind on earth," &c., doth belong 
to the power of jurisdiction and censure ; 
Hugo de S. Victore, de Sacramentis, lib. 1, 
cap. 26, doth also expound Matt. xvi. 19, 
of the forensical power of excommunication. 
Now if, in these places, binding and loosing, 
remitting and retaining sins, comprehend a 
juridical power of laying on, or taking off, 
church censures, how much more must this 
juridical power be comprehended. Matt, 
xviii. 18, where the context and circum- 
stances will much more enforce this sense, 
than in the other two places ? This binding 
and loosing being also in the plural num- 
ber, " Whatsoever ye bind," &c., not in the 
singular, as the phrase is. Matt. xvi. 19, 
"Whatsoever thou shalt bind," &c. One 
minister may bind doctrinally, but one alone 
cannot bind juridically. 

Ninthly, The very doctrinal or conscional 
binding which is yielded by Mr Prynne, is 
voided and contradicted by the admission of 
known scandalous impenitent sinners to the 
sacrament ; for he that is admitted to the 
sacrament is loosed, not bound ; remission, 
not condemnation, is supposed to be sealed 
up to him, as is manifest by the words of 
the institution. Matt. xxvi. 27, 28, " Drink 
ye all of it; for this is my blood of the New 
Testament, which is shed for many, for the 
remission of sins." So that, without a power 
of binding by censures, and, namely, by 
suspension from the sacrament, one and the 
same scandalous impenitent person shall be 
bound by the word, and loosed by the sacra- 
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ment. Surely he that is to be bound by the 
word, ought also to be bound by suspension 
from the sacrament, unless we make one 
public ordinance to contradict another. 

Tenthly, Doth Mr Prynne believe that 
Jesus Christ hath anywhere given to church 
officers a forensical or juridical power of 
binding by excommunication, and loosing by 
absolution or receiving again into the com- 
munion of the church ? If he doth believe 
it, then, I ask, where hath Christ committed 
that power unto them, if not Matt, xviii. ? 
If he doth not believe that Christ hath 

fiven any such power, then why doth he 
old excommunication to be lawfid and war- 
rantable by the word of God ? Most certain 
it is, that neither king, nor parliament, nor 
eldership, nor synod, nor any power on 
earth, may, or ought to prohibit or keep 
back from the sacrament such as Christ 
hath not commanded to be kept back, or to 
bind sinners by excommunication, if Christ 
hath given no such commission to bind in 
that kmd. 

Eleventhly, It may give us some light in 
this present question, to compare the phrase 
of binding and loosing. Matt, xviii. 19, with 
Psal. cxlix. 6 — 9, " £et the high praises of 
Grod be in their mouth, and a two-edged 
sword in their hand ; to execute vengeance 
upon the heathen, and punishments upon 
the people ; to bind their kings with chains, 
and their nobles with fetters of iron ; to ex- 
ecute upon them the judgment written ; this 
honour nave all his samts :" which both Jew- 
ish and Christian interpreters refer to the 
kingdom of Christ, out of whose moutii pro- 
ceedeth a two-edged sword. Rev. i. 16 ; ii. 
12, po/i^a/a biirrofios, the phrase used in the 
Greek version of Psal. cxliv. If it should be 
understood of temjporal or external victories 
and conquests of the nations and their kings, 
so it was not fiilfilled to the Jews in the Old 
Testament ; and the Jews do now but in 
vain flatter themselves with the expectation 
of such a thing to come. There are but two 
expositions wnich are most received and 
confirmed : the first is, that the saints shall 
judge the world together with Christ, 
1 G)r. vi. 2, and then vengeance shall be 
executed on the wicked, and all they who 
would not have Christ to reign over them, 
shall be bound hand and foot and cast into 
outer darkness. This is the sense of Amobius 
upon the place, and the Jesuits of Doway, 
Emmanuel Sa, Jansenius, Lorinus, Meno- 
chius, go that way. The other exposition 
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holds m accomplishment of the thing in this 
same world; and this in a spiritasu sense, 
concerning the kingdom of Christ in this 
world, is holden bj Calvin, Bucerus, West- 
hemerus, Heshusius, Gesnerus, Fabritius, 
and others. So the Dutch Annotations, 
Augustine and Jerome, both of them upon 
the place, take the sword and the chain, and 
fetters, to be meant of the word of God con- 
quering and overcoming aliens, and heretics, 
and the mightiest enemies ; which others 
clear from Isa. xlv. 14, ^' Men of stature 
shall come over unto thee, and they shall be 
thine, thej shall come after thee, in chains 
they shall come over." But because the 
Psalmist maketh mention of a corrective or 
punitive judiciary power, therefore others 
add for making the sense more full, the 
power of excommunication ; for which Lo- 
rinus citeth Bruno and Hugo Victorinus. 
Of the Protestant interpreters upon the 
place, G-esnerus applieth it to the power 
of the keys, to be made use of according to 
that which is written, Matt, zviii. Fabntius 
oonceiveth the text to comprehend castiga" 
tionea spirituales, and he citeth Matt. xvi. 
19 ; xviii. 18 ; John xx. 23. Heshusius 
cleareth it by the instance of Theodosius 
excommunicated by Ambrose. Mr Cotton, 
in his Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, p. 
53, applieth it to the ecclesiastical power of 
the keys. Barthol. Coppen understands it 
of the spiritual rule and Kingdom of Christ, 
and makes it parallel to 2 Cor. x. 4, " The 
weapons of our war&re are not carnal, but 
mighty through God to the pulling down of 
strongholds ; ver. 6, " and having in rea- 
diness to revenge all disobedience." This 
judiciary ecclesiastical power is to be ex- 
ecuted upon all such of the nations as fall 
under the government of the church accord- 
ing to the rule of Christ ; and this honour 
have all his saints, that their ministers are 
armed with such a power. They that follow 
this latter exposition will be easily induced to 
believe that the binding and loosing, Matt, 
xviii. 19, is also judicial or juridical. They 
that follow the former exposition will also 
observe that the phrase of binding in Scrip- 
ture, even where it is ascribed to the church 
or saints, is used in a judiciary sense, and 
therefore it is most suitable to the Scripture 
phrase to understand Matt, xviii. 19 in that 
sense. 

As touching that other exposition of the 
binding and loosing, that the object it is ex- 
ercised about, is not a person, but a thing 



or doctrine, for it is not said whomsoever, 
but whatsoever ye hind, it is sufficiently 
confuted by much of that which hath been 
said already, proving a forensical binding 
and loosing even of persons. Only I shaU 
add these mrther considerations : — 

First, The binding and loosing are acts of 
the power of the keys, and are exercised 
about the same object about which the 
power of the keys is exercised, Matt. xvi. 
l9. Now the power of the keys is exercised 
about persons, for the kingdom of heaven is 
opened or shut to persons, not to doctrines. 
If it be said that the keys are for opening 
and shutting, not for binding and loosing, to 
this I answer vrith Alex. Alensis, part 4, 
quest. 20, mem. 5, ^^ that these keys are as 
well for binding and loosing as for shutting 
and opening; but the act of binding and 
loosing doth agree to the keys immediately 
and in respect of the subject ; but the act of 
opening in reference to the last end." Ibid. 
mem. 2: He had given this reason why the 
power of the keys is caUed the power of 
binding and loosing, '^ Because although to 
open and shut be the proper acts of the keys 
themselves, yet nevertheless to loose and 
bind are the more proper acts in reference 
to those who are to enter into the kingdom, 
or to be excluded from the same ; for the 
persons themselves which do repent, are the 
subject of loosing; and they that repent not, 
of binding, which is not so of opening and 
shutting, for although the opening be to 
those mat are loosed, and the shutting to 
those that are bound; yet those that are 
loosed are not the subject of opening (as to 
the manner of speaking^ nor those tliat are 
bound the subject of snutting." So then 
antecedently bmding and loosing are acts of 
the power of the keys, because a man is 
bound before he be shut up, and loosed be- 
fore the door be opened to him. 

Secondly, That gloss which now I dispute 
against, doth suppose one of these two things; 
either that binding and loosing cannot be 
exercised upon the same object at different 
times, and that the binding is such as can 
never be loosed again ; or otherwise that one 
and the same doctrine may be condemned 
at one time, and approved at another time : 
both which are absurd, and contrary to the 
generahty of divines. 

Thirdly,, Seeing the Scripture speaketh of 
binding and loosing in reference to persons, 
as corporally, so spiritually, which I have 
before proved, why, then, shall persons be 
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excepted from being the objects of binding 
and loosing, Matt, xviii. ? 

Fourthty, That of binding and loosing, 
Matt, xviii. 18, doth cohere with, and is 
added by occasion of, that which went before, 
as is also before proved. If this concerning 
the context be acknowledged, it will carry it 
to persons, for it was an offending brother, 
not a false doctrine, which was spoken of in 
the verses preceding. 

Fifthly, Binding and loosing here doth at 
least reach as far as retaining or remitting 
of sins, John xx. 23, but there it is " Whose 
soever sins ye remit," &c. They whose sins 
are retained are bound. 

Wherefore otra^ whatsoever, Matt, xviii. 
18, is put for offovs, whomsoever, by an 
hypallage generis, many examples where- 
of may be given in Scripture : so rh tStn, 
John i. 11, is expounded by ol *ihioi', and 
" all things that offend," Matt. xiii. 41, ex- 
pounded by them that do iniquity. Unless 
you please to understand oaa itfiaprii^aTa, 
whatsoever sins ye bind upon men or loose 
from off them, they shall be bound upon 
them or loosed from off them in heaven. 



CHAPTER VII. 

THAT I COR. V. PROVETH EXCOMMUNICATION 
AND (by a necessary CONSEQUENCE EVEN 
FROM THE ERASTIAN INTERPRETATION) 
SUSPENSION EROM THE SACRAMENT OF A 
PERSON UNEXCOMMUNICATED. 

Mr Prvnne, in his first query, did ask 
whether that phrase, 1 Cor. v., " To deliver 
such a one to Satan," be properly meant of 
excommunication or suspension from the sa- 
crament only. This, he saith, I did in my 
sermon wave with a rhetorical pretention. 
I answer. For the latter part of the query I 
know not the least ground ; for who did ever 
expound it of suspension from the sacrament 
only ? For the former part of it, it is not 
necessary to be debated, therefore, for hus- 
banding time, and not to multiply questions 
unnecessarily, I said in my sermon, that the 
question ought to be whether that chapter 
(not whether that phrase) prove excommu- 
nication ; and that we have a shorter way to 
prove excommunication from the last words 
of that chapter, as Dr Moulin doth in his 
Vates, lib. 2, cap. 11. And if I should 
grant that delivering such a one to Satan 



signifieth either of those things which Mr 
Prynne conceiveth ; that is, a bodUy posses- 
sion, torture, or vexation by Satan, inflicted 
either by the apostolical power of miracles, 
or by God's immediate permission ; yet that 
will not prove that it signifieth no more. 
Therefore Peter Martyr upon the place, 
thinks that the Apostle's delivering of the 
man to Satan by a miraculous act, and the 
church's delivering of him to Satan by ex- 
communication, do very well stand together. 
So Synop. pur, TheoL, disp. 48, thes. 40, 
and he alioweth of both these expositions ; 
and aflerward, in his common place of ex- 
communication, he speaketh of God's co- 
operating with the censure, by punishing 
tne excommunicate person wiiii diabolic^ 
vexations. Sure I am an excommunicate 
person may truly be said to be delivered to 
Satan, who is uie god and prince of this 
world, and reigneth in the children of dis- 
obedience. But Mr Prynne will find it 
somewhat difficult to prove that tradere 
ISatance, 1 Cor. v. is only meant of a mira- 
culous or extraordinary act, or to show how 
or why the Apostle requireth the assembling 
of the church, and their consent to the work- 
ing of a miracle ; which, if there were no 
more, may discover the weakness of Mr 
Prynne's notions concerning delivering to 
Satan, 6 — 8. But as the full debate were 
long, so it were not necessary, since Mr 
Prynne doth now himself acknowledge that 
the last verse of that chapter proveth ex- 
communication, Vindic, p. 2. I come there- 
fore to the next, which ne calls the fourth 
difference, whether 1 Cor. v. 11, " With 
such an one no not to eat," be properly 
meant of excommunication or suspension 
from the sacrament. But (whatsoever be 

Eroperly meant by that phrase) that which 
is debate driveth at is, that this verse doth 
neither prove excommunication nor suspen- 
sion from the sacrament so much as by ne- 
cessary consequence. 

But let us see whether his reasons can 
weaken the proof of suspension from ver. 11. 
First, He saith there is not one syllable of 
receiving or eating of the Lord^s supper in 
this chapter. I answer. The question is 
neither of syllables nor words, but of things ; 
and how will he prove that ver. 8, " Let us 
keep the feast, not with old leaven," &c. is 
not applicable to the Lord's supper ; I say 
not to it only, yet surely it cannot be ex- 
cluded, but must needs be comprehended as 
one part, yea, a principal part of the mean- 
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ing, the better to answer the analogy of the 
passover (there much insisted upon). He 
maj be pleased also to remember that he 
himself, p. 24, proving the passover and the 
Lord's supper to be 3ie same for the sub- 
stance, for proof hereof citeth 1 Cor. v. 7, 
and that Aretius, Theol, ProbL, loc. 80, 
expoundeth our feast of the passover, 1 Cor. 
v., to be meant of the Lord's supper. 

But he further objecteth from 1 Cor. x. 
16, 17, " We are all partakers of that one 
bread :" " If all were then partakers of this 
bread, certainly none were excluded from 
it in the church of Corinth ; but as the Is- 
raelites under the law, did all eat the same 
spiritual meat, and all drink the same spi- 
ritual drink, though God were displeased 
with many of them who were idolaters, 
tempters of God, fornicators, murmurers, 
and were destroyed in the wilderness, 1 Cor. 
X. 1 — 12 : so all under the gospel who were 
visible members of the church of Corinth 
did eat and drink the Lord's supper, to 
which some drunkards, whilst drunken, did 
then resort, as is clear by 1 Cor. xi. 20, 21, 
which Paul indeed reprehends, ver. 22." 

Ans. 1. When Paul saith, "We being 
many are one bread and one body, for we 
are all partakers of that one bread," he 
speaketh of the communion of saints, and 
the word all can be of no larger extent than 
visible saints, to whom the epistle is directed, 
1 Cor. i. 2, and cannot be applied to visible 
workers of iniquity, who continue impenitent 
and obstinate in so doing. As we may join 
in communion with a visible church, which 
hath the external marks of a church, though 
it be not a true invisible church, so we 
join with visible saints to become one body 
with them in external church communion, 
and to be partakers of one bread with them, 
though they be not true or invisible saints 
in the hid man of the heart. But if these 
be visibly no church, we cannot join in 
church communion ; and if a man be visi- 
bly no saint, he ought not to be admitted to 
the communion of saints. I shall never be 
persuaded that the apostle Paul would say 
of himself and the saints at Corinth, " We 
are one body with known idolaters, fornica- 
tors, drunkards and the like." 

2. If all in the church of Corinth (none 
excluded), even drunkards whilst dininken, 
and if all under the gospel, who are visible 
members of the church, ought to be admitted 
to eat the same spiritual meat and drink the 
same spiritual dnnk at the Lord's table, as 



he supposeth that in the wilderness all the 
Israelites did the like, who were idolaters, 
fornicators, &c., then I beseech you observe 
how Mr Prynne doth by all this overthrow 
his own rules ; for, p. 2 and elsewhere, he 
tells us he would have notorious scandalous 
sinners, who, after admonition, persevere in 
their iniquities without remorse of conscience 
or amendment, to be excommunicated from 
the church and from the society of the faith- 
ful in all public ordinances. If both in the 
church of Israel and in the church of Co- 
rinth all were admitted and none excluded, 
even those who were idolaters or drunkards, 
whilst actuallv such, without repentance or 
amendment, now can Mr Prynne straiten 
Christians now more than Moses did the 
Jews, or Paul the Corinthians? Since, 
therefore, his arguments drive at it, it is 
best he should speak it out, that all manner 
of persons who profess themselves to be 
Christians, be they never so scandalous, 
never so obstinate, though they persevere 
in their iniquity after admonition without 
amendme^nt, yet ought to be admitted to 
the Lord's table. 

3. He shall never be able to prove either 
that those drunken persons, 1 Cor. xi. 21, 
were drunken when they did resort to the 
church (for it was in the church, and in eat- 
ing and drinking there, that they made 
themselves drunk), nor yet that the idola- 
ters and fornicators' eating, in the wilder- 
ness, of the spiritual meat, and drinking of 
the spiritual drink mentioned by the Apos- 
tle, 1 Cor. X., was after their idolatries and 
fornications. But of this latter I have else- 
where spoken distinctly and by itself. 

4. To say that all who were visible mem- 
bers of the church of Corinth were admit- 
ted, and none excluded, and to say it with 
a certainl}/y is to make too bold with Scrip- 
ture ; and the contrary will sooner be proved 
from 1 Cor. x. 21, "Ye cannot drink the 
cup of the Lord and the cup of devils : ye 
cannot be partakers of the Lord's table and 
of the table of devils." So much for his 
first exception. 

His second is concerning persons (but not 
to the purpose), that if we look upon the ca- 
talogue of those with whom we are forbidden 
to eat, not only shall most of the Anabap- 
tistical and Independent congregations, but 
too many Presbyterian ministers and elders, 
who are most forward to excommunicate 
others for idolatry, fornication, drunkenness, 
must first be excommunicated themselves 
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for their own covetousness. Ans, Let it 
light where it may, ministers' do not stand 
nor fall to his judgment; but where just 
proof can &sten eitner covetousness or any 
other scandalous sin upon them, it is all the 
reason in the world they be censured with 
the first. If I had fallen upon this passage 
of his book without knowing the author, I 
had presently imagined it to be a piece from 
Oxford. It calls to my thoughts so many 
expressions in pamphlets from thence, as- 
persing London and Westminster, as more 
mil of covetousness, lying, hypocrisy, than 
Oxford of bloody oaths, masses, and the like. 
Thirdly, " It is as clear as the noon-day 
sun (saith he), that ^ No not to eat,' in this 
text, is no more than not to keep company, 
or hold civil familiarity with such." What I 
As clear as the noon-day sun ! Let us open 
our eyes, then, to see this meridian light. 
First, saith he, " No not to eat," is inter- 
preted in the text itself, by " not to keep 
company," which we find twice in the pre- 
ceding words, — eating together being one of 
the highest expressions ot outward friendship 
and familiarity. Had the Apostle said sim- 
ply, " Not to eat," this argument had been 
the more colourable, but after he had twice 
said, " Not to keep company," to add, " No 
not to eat," doth plainly intimate that the 
Apostle argueth from the less to the greater, 
and that there is some other fellowdiip and 
company with such a one, which is more than 
eating together, and so much less permitted.^ 
And what is that (eating together being, as 
Mr Prynne saith, one of the highest expres- 
sions of outward friendship and familiarity) ? 
Must it not be communion in the holy things, 
and especially the receiving such a one to the 
Lord's table ? As if he had said, " If scandal- 
ous brethren be spots in your common, how 
much more in your sacred feasts : for which 
cause the mixture of scandalous persons in 
church fellowship is extremely blamed, 2 
Pet. ii. 13 ; Jude 12. Put the case ; That 
a parliament-man, or a divine of the Assem- 
bly, were known (as God forbid) to be an 
incendiary, an active malignant, a traitor, a 



1 Magdeb. Cent. 1, lib. 2, cap. 4, p. 276, edit. 
1624, giving the sense of this yery place, they say, 
Atque ita excludantur a communione ecclesisB, ut 
non modo arceantur ab usu sacramentorum, sed 
etiam a commercio, ne dbus quidem cum iis capia- 
tur. Novarinus upon the place expresseth the Apos- 
tle's meaning in these words of Ambrose: Cum 
fratre in qno Titia haec reperiuntur, non solum sa- 
cramenta non edenda, sed nee communem escam 
docet, at erubescat quum vitator et se corrigat. 



blasphemer, so that neither parliament-man, 
nor member of the Assembly would eat or 
company with him, were it not strange if, 
for all that, such a one should be permitted 
to sit in parliament or in assembly ? Is it 
not as strange if the whole church, distribu- 
tively, shall not so much as eat with a scan- 
dalous person, and yet the whole church, 
collectively, shall eat with him, in that very 
action which is a symbol of the commmiion 
of saints ? So that if I should now admit 
that sense, that these words, "No not to 
eat," amount no more than " Not to keep 
company, or hold civil familiarity with such" 
(as Mr Prynne expresseth it), yet the ar- 
gument will stand firm and strong in re- 
gard of this necessary consequence : If a 
private Christian ought not to hold so much 
as civil fellowship with a scandalous brother 
not * excommunicated, much less ought the 
church to admit him to church communion 
in all public ordinances (there being less 
latitude, and the rule much stricter in this 
communion than in private civil fellowship) ; 
and if we be forbidden to do so much as to 
eat with such an one at a common meal, 
qtiante magis convictu sacrOy saith Parens 
upon the place, how much more is the 
church forbidden to receive him to the 
Lord's table. For if the end of avoiding 
private company with such an one be to 
make him asnamed, as the Erastians them- 
selves do confess from 2 Thes. iii. 14, were 
it not contrary to that end to countenance 
and embolden him, by receiving him to pub- 
lic church communion at the Lord's table ? 
Surely, the refusing of the private could not 
so much put him to shame, as the admission 
to the public should put respect upon him. 
Wherefore 1 Cor. v. 11, as it is interpreted 
by Mr Prynne, proveth, by a necessary con- 
sequence, the suspension from the sacrament 
of a scandalous diurch member not excom- 
municated. 

If his next reason help him not, surely his 
sun will go down at noon. He citeth some 
parallel texts, which interpret " not to eat" 
nere, of avoiding them, turning away from 
and rejecting them, &c., which are no judi- 
cial acts of the presbytery, but moral or pru- 
dential acts of particular Christians. Ans. 
There is a judicial presbyterial act (as very 
many conceive) in some of those parallel 
texts cited by him, 2 Thes. iii. 14 ; Tit. iii. 
10 ; and so his proof is no less questionable 
than the thing he would prove by it. And 
here the Apostle intendeth more than a 
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Toluntarj pradential withdrawing of parti- 
cular Chrifltiaus, even a judicial act, in the 
very next words, "What have I to do to 
judge them also that are without ? Do not 
ye judge them that are within ?" Where he 
gives the reason of what he had said hefore, 
that he had written to them not to be mixed 
with scandalous brethren, permitting them 
to keep company with pagans, though guilty 
of the same faults. The reason, because 
church censures are only for those that are 
church members, not for aliens. 

After Mr Prynne hath put forth his 
strength to prove that excommunication, 
or suspension from the sacrament, is not 
meant 1 Cor. v. 11, he comes, in the next 
place, to answer the argument drawn by 
consequence: If we may not so much as 
eat with such an one at our own tables, far 
less at the Lord's table ; whereunto his an- 
swer is, " The argument is fallacious (saith 
he) because it varieth in the kind of eat- 
ing, the one being civil, the other spiritual; 
the one private, m one's own house or an- 
other's, where he hath absolute freedom or 
liberty to eat or not to eat with another; 
the other, public in the church," &c. But 
all this, say I, maketh our argument the 
stronger ; for if it be sin to a private man to 
eat in his own house with a scandalous bro- 
ther, though this be but a civil fellowship, in 
which there is more liberty and less lati- 
tude than in relirious fellowship, how much 
more oiniul is it for church offi^ to admit 
such an one to sacramental eating with the 
church ? 

And for that first rule of his, that ar- 
guments from the less to the greater are 
not condusive, except in the same kind of 
action, it is utterly untrue; for the holy 
Scripture itself hath divers arguments from 
the less to the greater, where the kind is 
BO le» different, if not more, than private 
civil eating together is from public eating 
together at the table of the Lord. As Num. 
xh. 14 : If Miriam's father had spit in her 
&ce, should she not be ashamed seven days ? 
how mnch more when God hath smitten her 
with leprosy, for speaking against his servant 
Moses? ilag. i. 4, You have built to your- 
selves ceiled houses, how mtidi more ought 
ye to have built the house of the Lord ? John 
iii. 12, " If I have told you earthly things, and 
^ y© believe not, how shall ye believe ir I tell 
you of heavenly things?" 1 Oor.vi.3, "Know 
ye not that we shall judge angels, how much 
more things that pertain to this life ?" 



His second exception is, that ^ they fall 
not both under the self-same precept." If 
this be a just exception against our argu- 
ment, then one cannot argue thus : It is a 
sin to steal a man's private goods, how much 
more to steal that which is holy ? It is a 
sin to reproach a man's name, how much 
more to reproach Grod's name ? These do 
not fall under the self-same precept, shall 
such arguments be therefore inconclusive? 
Whence comes all this new logic, which the 
world never knew before ? 

His third condition (let it be remembered, 
he saith, if either of these three conditions 
fail, the argument is inconsequent) is, that 
it must be within the compass of the same 
power. K it be so, how shall that hold uni- 
versally true? " How much better is it to 
get wisdom than gold, and to get understand- 
ing rather than choice silver?" By Mr 
Prynne's rule it must only hold true in this 
case, when it falls within the compass of the 
same power, to get both wisdom and gold ? 
However, if he nad apprehended our argu- 
ment aright, he had perceived that the lesser 
thing, and the greater thing, are both within 
the compass of the same power. The church 
of Corinth ought not to eat with such an 
one at common tables ; therefore not at the 
Lord's table. For this reusing to eat with 
such an one at common tables, was by vir- 
tue of a judicial ecclesiastical sentence passed 
against uie scandalous person, so that when 
Mr Prynne saith, "We have free power not 
to eat bread with those at our own tables, 
with whom we have no power or liberty left 
us by Christ to refuse to eat with them at 
the Lord's table," and thereupon supposeth 
that our argumentation from that text is one 
principal cause and prop of Indepeaidency, 
yea, of separation, not only from sacraments 
but from churches, he doth altogether mis* 
apprehend the business. For^ 1. Separation 
from churches is properly a renouncing of 
membership as unlawful. Our argument 
concemeth the uniawfolness of a particular 
act, not of a membership in such a church. 
2. The causes and motives of separation 
suppose either an nnlawfol constitution of 
churches, or an unlawful government of 
churches, or both, so far, that they who 
separate hold it unlawful to continue their 
membership in churches so constituted and 
governed, or so much as to communicate and 
partake in the sacrament with such churches, 
though they know no scandalous person ad- 
mitted to the sacrament. 3. The great mis* 
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take lieth in this, that our present contro- 
versy is apprehended to be, whether every 
particular Christian hath power or liberty 
from Christ to withdraw from the sacra- 
ment, because of the admission of a scandal- 
ous person, whereas our question is onlv of 
the church's power to suspend a scandalous 
person from the sacrament ; and when the 
Apostle, ver. 9 — 11, forbiddethto be mixed, 
or so much as to eat, with such and such 
scandalous members of the church, he mean- 
etli of church discipline and excommunica- 
tion, which he had begun to speak of, and 
so he comes to show them what kind of per- 
sons he would have to be excommunicated,^ 
and used like that incestuous man. So Beza, 
Bullinger, Hunnius, Gualther, Martyr, Tos- 
sanus, and others upon the place ; and long 
before all these, Augustine and Beda plainly 
expound the Apostle's words, of a public 
ecclesiastical jud^ent passed upon one who 
hath either con^ssed his offence, or is for- 
mally accused and convicted thereof; and as 
they conceive, that text doth not at all jus- 
tify, but doth rather condemn private Chris- 
tians' separating from the church, becasue of 
a mixture of scandalous persons. I know we 
ought prudently and cautiously to endeavour 
the avoiding of the company and fellowship 
of scandalous brethren, though not yet cen- 
sured in the church (which may be proved 
from other scriptures) ; but that is not the 
point the Apostle is here upon. He means 
by "No not to eat," synecdochically, the 
whole casting off of an excommunicate per- 
son, and all that separation or withdrawing 
which is commanded to be made from him, 
or, if you will (by a metonymy of the effect 
for the cause), he means excommunication 
itself; and, however, the words immediately 
following prove that a public judicial act is 
intended, as hath been said before. 



1 Gaaltber Arcbel, in 1 Cor. V. 11, Catalogue eo- 
nim qui debens excommunicati. Tossanus, ibid. — 
Quod cibum non Tult sumi cum ils, pertinet id qui- 
dem ad disciplinam excommuiucationis. Martyr, 
ibid. — Notandum prasterea, non esse privatorum 
bominum ut quisque pro sua libidine ab boc vel ab 
ille, quern peccasise forte suspicatus fuerit, sese dis- 
jungere yeUt. Ad commune judicium ecclesisB per- 
tinet. August., bom. 50, joineth 1 Cor. t. 11, witb 
12, 13, and then saitb, Quibus yerbis satis ostendi 
non temere aut quomodolibet, sed per judicium au- 
ferendes esse malos ab ecclesiae communione, ut 
si per judicium auferri non possunt, tolerentur po- 
tius, ne perverse malos quisque eyitando, ab ecclesia 
ipse discedens, eos quos fngere videtnr vincia ad ge- 
bennam. The same hath Beda upon the place out 
of Augustine ; so likewise Ambrose and the Cen- 
turists before cited. 



These things considered, I shall not need 
to be led out of my way by Mr Prynne's de- 
scanting upon the meaning of 1 Cor. v. 11, 
how far it prohibits cinl communion and 
eating with a scandalous Christian, being a 
railer, or fornicator, or idolater, &c. I con- 
fess some of his hmitations — ^as, namely, that 
we may eat with such a one in cases of ex- 
pediency, or when we cannot avoid it in ci- 
vility nor without offence — ^are very lubric, 
unsafe, and ensnaring, and at best it is but 
hke that in Martial's epigram. 

Difficilis, facilis, jucundus, acerbus es idem ; 
Nee tecum possum yivere, nee sine te. 

But to treat of that case of conscience in 
general is not hujus lod ; for this text 
speaks of not eating with an excommunicate 
person. Neither yet shall I need here to 
examine Mr Prynne's six considerations, p. 
12 — 14, which ne wisheth to be pondered 
by Separatists and Independents, misled (as 
he thinks) by our fallacious argument. I 
hope he doth not mistake our question so 
far as to comprehend the sinfulness of any 
private Christian's receiving of the sacra- 
ment, when and where some scandalous sin- 
ners are admitted to the sacrament, that 
private Christian not being accessory to the 
sin of the minister and eldership in admit- 
ting those scandalous sinners. 

Wherefore I will add eight counterbal- 
ancing considerations, to prove from 1 Cor. 
V. 1 — 12,1 (all which Mr Prynne conceiveth 
cannot prove excommunication,) compared 
with 2 Cor. ii., an ecclesiastical jurisdiction 
or power of censures, and particularly of ex- 
communication. 

1. There was a censure inflicted upon the 
incestuous man by the eldership of the 
church of Corinth, being assembled together, 
1 Cor. V. 4, 6. Where read we that ever 
the church was intentionally gathered to co- 
operate with an apostle in tae exercise of 
his miraculous apostolical power ? But we 
do read that this man's punishment or cen- 
sure was inflicted upon him not by the 
Apostle alone, but by many^ 2 Cor. ii. 6. 
Erastus p. 214, thinks that cwtTifjiia (in our 
books rendered punishment, and in the 
margin censure) was not excommunication, 
but only sharp abjurgation or reproof. To 
this I have abundantly answered, book ii. 
chap. 9, and in Male Audis, p. 12 — 14. ^ 

1 The 13th Terse he yieldeth to be a warrant for 
excommunication ; yet he dififereth concerning that 
also, in Diotrephes Catechised. 
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And if it should be granted that the man 
was not then excommunicate, but sharply 
and publicly rebuked (which indeed is the 
opinion of some), yet the church of Corinth 
had proceeded to excommunication if the 
Apostle had not written to dissuade them, 
and take them off with a sujlcit, which he 
neither needed nor would have done, if they 
had power to do no more to the offender 
than to rebuke him sharply. To conclude 
this point, Mr Prynne granteth that 1 Cor. 
V. 13, proveth excommunication; and why 
the gathering together, ver. 4, should not 
be intended &r the same work, I cannot ima- 
rine ? Some question there was of old, whe- 
tner the Apostle's meaning, ver. 13, were 
not, that the Corinthians snould put away, 
every man out of himself, the evil of sin ; 
which Augustine having somewhere left in 
medio f doUi in his retractations correct (and 
Beda upon the place, out of him, tells us the 
very same), and expounds it of the taking 
away of the evil man from the church by ex- 
communication, because, saith he, the Greek 
cannot be rendered hoc malum^ but hunc 
malum, 

2. They who had power to receive him 
and for^ve him, and to confirm their love 
towards nim, had power to cast him out and 
censure him ; but those wXeiovesj the church 
officers of the church of Corinth, had power 
of the former, therefore of the latter. See 
2 Cor. ii. 7, 8, the Apostle adviseth them 
to forrive the offender. How to forgive 
him ? JS^ot as man forgives a private injury, 
that was not the case ; nor only by the doc- 
trine of remission of sins applied to him in 
foro conscientias, upon evidence of his re- 
pentance ; that any one minister might do : 
but the Apostle will have those mani/ who 
had censured him consistorially and judici- 
ally, to forgive him in the same manner; 
which is yet further confirmed by that ici;- 
piaau r^t dyairijs, that confirming of their 
love towards him, ver. 8, KvpQrai is ratum 
facere, thence cometh not only Kvpwais but 
Kvpios, When the Apostle will express a 
ratified or confirmed testament. Gal. iii. 15, 
he calls it KeKvptafikvriv hiaBiiKtiv, From the 
same word Erasmus doth collect, that the 
Apostle speaketh to them as the ordinary 
judges, who have power to confirm their love 
to that penitent sinner in an authoritative 
manner. And why doth the Apostle choose 
a word which properly signifieth an autho- 
ritative confirming or ratifying of a thing, if 
he were not speaking of a jurisdiction and 



power of inflicting and taking off again 
censures ? 

3. The Apostle upon occasion of that of- 
fender's case, puts the Corinthians in re- 
membrance, that they ought likewise to 
purge the church from the mixture of other 
scandalous sinners, 1 Cor. v. 9 — 12. The 
chapter both begins and ends with the case 
of the incestuous man and his punishment ; 
which makes interpreters conceive, that 
what is interlaced concerning other scanda- 
lous sinners in the church, is to be under- 
stood of such as the Aposde would have to 
be censured in the same manner as that in- 
cestuous man. 

4. He instanceth in six cases (not intend- 
ing an enumeration of all the particular 
cases of excommunication), fornication, co- 
vetousness (meaning covetousness scandal- 
ously and grossly manifested, or practical 
covetousness, for of the heart God only 
judgeth), idolatry, railing, drunkenness, ex- 
tortion. ELis instancing in these, tells us he 
intends not the case of private civil injuries, 
but of scandals, yea, though the scandal be 
without the mixture of any civil or private 
injurv, as in the case of an idolater or a 
drunkard. 

6. And even where there is a private in- 
jury wrapt up in the bosom of the scandal, 
as in railing and extortion, yet the Apostle 
there looketh upon them not qua injuries, 
but qua scandals ; and in that notion, he 
will have not only the party particularly in- 
terested and injured, but the other mem- 
bers of the church also, to withdraw com- 
munion from the offender; for he writeth to 
the whole church of Corinth not to keep 
company with such. 

6. When he saith, "With such an one no 
not to eat," he intimates by no ndt, some 
fiirther and greater punishment than not 
eating with mm, as hath been said before. 
If not so much as eating with him, then much 
less church communion with him at the 
Lord's table. 

7. He means not of that withdrawing 
whereby each Christian may and ought to 
withdraw familiarity and fellowship from 
such a notorious scandalous sinner, whose 
sin is manifest beforehand, that he may 
keep himself pure and not partake of an- 
other man's sin ; in which case a member of 
one church may withdraw familiar convers- 
ing with a scandalous member of another 
church ; but he speaks of such a withdraw- 
ing from, and avoiding of the fellowship of 
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a scandalous brother, as is done not by one, 
or some few private Christians, but by the 
whole church (for he writeth to the whole 
church of Corinth, not to company nor eat 
with such a one); I say, by the whole church, 
whereof the offender waa a member ; and 
that not without a judicial or consistorial 
sentence, ver* 12, << Do not ye judge them 
that are within?" which cannot be restricted 
to the judgment of Christian discretion and 
prudence (for so both the apnostles and they 
did judge those that were without, to walk 
circumspectly toward them. Col. iv. 5, and 
to beware of their evil) ; but it is meant of 
censures and punishments inflicted by many, 
that is, by the presbyters of that church, 2 
Cor. ii. 6. 

8. And so I have touched upon the last 
consideration, which is this: That as the 
fault was a scandal given to the church, and 
the judgment and censure was ecdesiasticai, 
not (Am^ so that censure for that offence 
was inflicted only upon church members, not 
upon unbelievers. If any unbeliever did a 
civil injury to a Christian, the Christian was 
free to accuse the unbeliever (if he saw it 
good) before the civil magistrate, and there 
to seek judgment and justice ; or the Chris- 
tian waa &ee to withdraw civil fellowship 
from the unbeliever who did him a civil in- 
jury, which I suppose Mr Prynne will easily 
grant. But this way of censuring and pun- 
ishing a scandalous church meml^r did not 
agree to an heathen who was an idolater, or 
drunkard, or extortioner, &c. ver. 10 — 13. 
Thus I have proved church censure from 1 
Cor. V, compared with 2 Cor. ii., without 
laying the weight of any argument upon 
tradere Sathance ; which I would not have 
to be understood as if I yielded to our op- 
posites that the delivering to Satan is not 
meant of excommunication. My meaning is 
only to make the shorter work of the Eras- 
tian antithesis. The weight of their argu- 
ments, not of ours, is laid upon tradere Sa- 
thance ; but, for my sense of the word, I 
am of their opinion who interpret it of ex- 
communication ; and so doth Qualther him- 
self. So doth the Syriap, which readeth, 
" That you (Corinthians) may deliver such 
an one to Satan." If it was an act of the 
church of Corinth, then it was a church 
censure, not a miracle. The Greek doth 
also carry it to be an act of the church of 
Corinth assembled together. We have also 
some (though not afi) of the ancients for 
us in this particular ; as Balsamon in Can 



non^ epistn BasUii ad AmphilocKf can. 7, 
observeth. BasiUus speaketh of some who at 
that time had been delivered to Satan for 
thirty years, that they might learn not to 
carry themselves fllthily, yea unnaturally, as 
they had done formerly ; concerning whom 
he adviseth that now, after so long a time, 
they might be (upon their spontaneous con* 
fession of their heinous offence) received 
again into the church. Hereupon Balsa- 
mon noteth : ^' Those are said to be deli- 
vered to Satan who are separated from the 
communion of Christians." 



N I III 



CHAPTER VIII. 

WHSTHER JTn>A8 RECBTVBD THB SACaAMBNT 
Of THE lord's STTFPSR. 

Mr Prynne hath filled up a good part of 
his Vindication with the case of Judas, as 
going very far in the deciding of this pre- 
sent controversy. But as Protestant writers 
answer the Papists in the case of Peter, that 
it cannot be proved that Peter was ever 
bishop of Bome, but rather that he was not; 
and ii he had, this cannot prove the Pope's 
supremacy ; liie like I say of this case of 
Judas : Mr Prynne shall never be able to 
prove that Judas did receive the sacrament 
of the Lord's supper ; and if he could prove 
it, yet it shall not at all help that cause 
which he maintaineth. 

I begin with the matter of fact. Whether 
Judas received the sacrament of the Lord's 
supper, as well as the other apostles, which 
is the question by him stated. For decision 
whereof I hold it necessary, first of all, that 
these two things be premised, concerning 
the harmony of the evangelists in that 
matter of Judas, the use whereof we shall 
see afterwards : Matthew and Mark tell us 
Christ's discourse of the traitor at table, and 
the discovery of Judas, before the institu- 
tion of the sacrament ; Luke hath the same 
thing after the institution and distribution 
of the sacrament : so that either Matthew 
and Mark speak by anticipation, or Luke 
speaketh by a recapitulation ; that is, either 
Matthew and Mark put before what was 
done after, or Luke puts after what was 
done before. Now that there is in Luke an 
v9T€po\oyia, a narration of that after the 
institution which was indeed before the insti- 
tution of the sacrament, may thus appear :— 



DIVINE ORDINANCB OF CHURCH GOVERNMENT VINDICATED. 



205 



1. That very thing which Luke placeth 
after the institution and distribution of the 
sacrament, Luke xxii. 21 — 23, '^ Behold the 
hand of him that betrayeth me is with me 
on the table. And truly the Son of man 
goeth as it was determined, but woe unto 
uiat man by whom he is betrayed. And 
they began to inquire among themselves 
which of them it was that should do this 
thing," — the very same thing do Matthew 
and Mark record before the institution of 
the sacrament, Matt. xxvi. 21 — 26 ; Mark 
xiv. 18 — 22; and it is more credible that 
one of the evangelists is to be reduced to 
the order of two, rather than two to the 
order of one. 

2. Especially considering that Luke doth 
not relate the business of the last supper 
according to that order wherein things were 
acted or spoken, as is manifest by Luke xxii. 
17, 18, " And he took the cup and gave 
thanks, and said. Take this and divide it 
among yourselves." This, though related 
before the taking and breaking of the bread, 
yet it is but by an anticipation or preoccupa- 
tion, occasioned by that which had preceded, 
ver. 16, so to join the protestation of not 
drinking again, with that of not eating again 
the passover with his disciples ; therefore Be^ 
za, balmeron, Maldonat, and others, follow* 
ing Augustine and Euthymius, do resolve it 
is an anticipation, even as Paul mentioneth 
the cup before the bread, 1 G)r. x. 16. I 
know some understand the cup mentioned 
Luke xxii. 17, to be the paschal cup ; others, 
to be the cup in the ordinary supper ; but 
to me it is plain that it was the eucharisti- 
cal cup. Yea, Mr Prynne takes it so, p. 25, 
because that which Luke saith of that cup, 
that Christ took it, and gave thanks, and 
gave it to the disciples, that they might all 
drink of it, and told them he would not 
drink with them any more of the fruit of 
the vine till the kingdom of God should 
come ; all this is the very same which Mat- 
thew and Mark record of the eucharistioal 
cup. Therefore our non-«onformists were 
wont to argue from that place, that the 
minister ought not to give the sacramental 
elements to each communicant out of his 
own hand, but the communicants ought to 
divide the elements among themselves, be* 
cause Christ saith in that place, of the cup,. 
" Divide it among yourselves." 

3. Luke saith not that after supper, or af- 
ter they had done with the sacrament, Christ 
told his disciples that one of them should be- 



tray him; only he addeth, after the history of 
the sacrament, what Christ said concerning 
the traitor. But Matthew and Mark do not 
only record Christ's words concerning the 
traitor before they make narration concern- 
ing the sacrament, but they record expressly 
that that discourse, and the discovery of the 
traitor, was kfrdiovrtov Avruv: " As they did 
eat," Matt. xxvi. 21 ; Mark xiv. 18, " Now, 
when the evening was come, he sat down 
with the twelve," and immediately foUow- 
eth, as the first purpose which Christ spake 
of, ** And as they did eat, he said. Verily I 
say unto you, that one of you shall betray 
me ;" which could not be so, if Luke relate 
Christ's words concerning the traitor in that 
order in which they were first uttered ; for 
Luke having told us, ver. 22, that Christ 
took the cup after supper and said, ^^ This 
cup is the New Testament," &c., addeth, 
" But behold the hand of him that betray- 
eth me is with me on the table." So that 
if this were the true order, Christ did not 
tell his disciples concerning the traitor, as 
they did eat (which Matthew and Mark do 
say), but after they had done eating. If it 
be said that kaQiovnav avrdv may suffer this 
sense, when they had eateriy or having eat' 
en, I answer, The context will not suffer that 
sense ; for they were, indeed, eating in the 
time of that discourse. Matt. xxvi. 1^3, " He 
that dippeth his hand with me in the dish, 
the same shall betray me ;" John xiii. 26, 
^* He it is to whom I shall give a sop after 
I have dipped it." 

4. Musculus, in Loc, Com, de Ccen, Dom, 
p. 362, gives this reason out of Rupertus, 
why Luke's narration of Christ's words con- 
cerning the traitor, is placed by a recapitu- 
lation after the sacrament : because Luke is 
the only evangelist who writeth distinctly of 
the paschal supper, and what Christ said at 
that supper; and having once fallen upon 
that purpose, the connection of the matter 
did require that he should immediately add 
the story of the eucharistical supper, without 
interlacing that of the traitor, which reason 
will pass for good with such as think Judas 
did eat of the paschal supper, and that 
Christ's words concerning him were spo- 
ken at the paschal supper, which I greatly 
doubt of. 

6. Mr Prynne, p. 18, doth, in effect, 
grant the same thing that I say ; for he 
saith, " That Matthew and Mark record, 
that immediately before the institution of 
the sacrament, as they sat at meat, Jesus 



said unto the twelve, Verily one of you shall 
betray me, whereupon they began to be 
sorrowful, and to say unto him," &c. He 
addeth, '' That Judas iucls the last man that 
said, Is it I ? immediately before the insti- 
tution," as Matthew records. But of Luke 
he saith only thus much, that he '^ placeth 
these words of Christ concerning Judas's 
betraying him, afler the institution and dis- 
tribution of the sacrament, not before it." 
J£ it be thus, as Mr Prynne acknowledgeth, 
that Matthew and Mark record that Christ 
had that discourse concerning Judas before 
the institution of the sacrament, then most 
certainly it was before the institution of the 
sacrament, because it must needs be true 
which Matthew and Mark say. Whence it 
will necessarily follow that Luke doth not 
mention that discourse concerning Judas in 
its proper place, and this doth not offer the 
least violence to the text in Luke, because 
he doth not say that Christ spake these 
words after the sacrament, only ne placeth 
these words afler the sacrament, as Mr 
Prynne saith rightly. When Scripture saith 
that such a thing was done at such a time, 
it must be so believed ; but when Scripture 
mentioneth one thing after another, that 
will not prove that the thing last mentioned 
was last done. More pkdmy, Mr Prynne, 
p. 26, 27, tells us, that the sacrament was 

given after Christ had particularly informed 
is disciples that one of them should betray 
him, which he proves from John xiii. 18 — 
28 ; Matt. xxvi. 20—36 ; Mark xiv. 18— 
22 ; Luke xxii. 21--23. Whence it fol- 
lows inevitably, by his own confession, that 
Matthew and Mark, recording that dis- 
course about Judas after the sacrament, do 
place it in the proper order ; and that Luke, 
mentioning that discourse about Judas after 
the sacrament, doth not place it in its own 
place. This is the first thing which I thought 
good to premise, which wm easily take off 
tne strongest argument which ever I heard 
alleged tor Judas's receiving of the sacra- 
ment, namely this, that Luke, immediately 
afler the institution and distribution of the 
sacrament, addeth, ^' But behold the hand 
of him that betrayeth me, is with me at the 
table." J£ these words were not uttered by 
Christ in that order wherein Luke placeth 
them (which I have proved), then the argu- 
ment is not conclusive. 

The second thing to be premised is this : 
That the story which we have, John xiii., 
from the beginning to ver. 31, concerning 



the supper at which Christ discoursed of 
Judas and gave him the sop, after which he 
went immediately out, was neither in Be- 
thany two days before the passover, as the 
Antidote Animadverted teDs us, p. 5 ; nor 
yet after the institution of the sacrament, as 
Mr Prynne tells us, Vindic, p. 26, herein 
differing either from himself or his friend. 
That supper in Bethany, the pamphlet saith, 
was two days before the passover ; but some 
interpreters collect from John xii. 1, 2, it 
was longer before, Christ having come to 
Bethany six days before, and after that sup- 
per, the next day Christ did ride into Jeru- 
salem on a young ass, and the people cried, 
Hosanna, John xii. 12 : the very story which 
we have. Matt. xxi. Mark saith, that two 
days before the passover, the chief priests 
and scribjBS sought how to put Christ to 
death ; but he doth not say that the supper 
in Bethany was two days before the pass- 
over. But of this I will not contend, when- 
ever it was, it is not much material to the 
present question ; there was nothing at that 
supper concerning Judas, but a rebuking of 
him for having indignation at the speniung 
of tlie alabaster box of ointment, and from 
that he sought opportunity to betray Christ. 
But the discourse between Christ and his 
apostles concerning one of them that should 
betray him, and their asking him one by 
one, " Is it I ?" was in the very night of the 

Sassover, as is clear. Matt. xxvi. 19 — 26 ; 
lark xiv. 16 — 22 ; so that the story, John 
xiii. 18 — 30, being the same with that in 
Matthew and Mark, could not be two days 
before the passover ; and if, two days before, 
Christ had discovered to John who should 
betray him, by giving the sop to Judas, how 
could every one of the disciples (and so John 
among the rest) be ignorant of it two days 
after, which made every one of them to ask, 
" Is it I ?" FinaUy, That very night in 
which the Lord Jesus did institute the sa- 
crament, the disciples began to be sorrow- 
ful, and began to inquire which of them it 
was that should betray him. Matt. xxvi. 22; 
Mark xiv. 19 ; Luke xxii. 23. But if Christ 
had told them two days before, that one of 
themselves who did sit at table with him, 
should betray him, surely they had, at that 
time, begun to be sorrowful, and to ask 
every one, " Is it I ?" 

That which hath been said doth also dis- 
cover that other mistake, that the discourse 
at table, concerning the traitor and the giving 
of the sop to Judas, John xiii., was after the 



institution of the sacrament. If it were afler, 
then either that in John is not the same with 
the discourse concerning the traitor men- 
tioned bj Matthew and Mark, or otherwise 
Matthew and Mark speak by anticipation. 
But I have proved both that the true order 
is in Matthew and Mark, and that the dis- 
course concerning the traitor, mentioned by 
John, must be in the evangelical harmony 
put together with that in Matthew and 
Mark, as making one and the same story. 
And if this in John had been posterior to 
that in Matthew, then why doth Mr Prynne 
himself join these together as one ? p. 18, 19. 

These things premised, I come to the ar- 
guments which prove that Judas did not 
receive the sacrament of the Lord's supper. 

The first argument (which was by me 
touched in that sermon so much quarrelled 
by Mr Prynne) is this : It is said of Judas, 
John xiii. 30, " He then, having received 
the sop, went immediately out." But this 
sop, or morsel, was given him before the sa- 
crament, whilst they were yet eating the 
other supper, at the end whereof Christ did 
institute the sacrament; therefore Judas 
went away before the sacrament. Let us 
hear Mr Prynne's four answers to this ar- 
gument, p. 24, 25. First, saith he, Judas 
went not out till afler supper; John xiii. 
2, " And supper being ended," &c. Atm, 
htlirvov yevofieyov will not prove that the 
supper was fiiUy ended. The Centurists, 
cent. 1, lib. 1, cap. 10, explain John xiii. 2 
thus, MagncL ccbucb hujus parte peractd: 
A great part of this supper being done. 
Yea, the Greek may be as well turned thus, 
" When they were at supper," as the late 
English Annotations have it. Ludovicus 
de Dieu chooseth this sense ; Salmeron and 
others prove it from ver. 4, " He riseth from 
supper," with ver. 12, He sat down again to 
supper, and dipped the sop. Take but two 
like instances in this same story of the pas- 
sion, Matt. xxvi. 6, rov hk 'Ifi^ov yevofieyov 
€v ^tfiayia : ^* Now when Jesus was in Be- 
thany ;" not. After Jesus was in Bethany. 
Matt. xxvi. 20, 'Oi/^ias bk yeyofiiyrjs : "Now, 
when the even was come ;" not, when the 
even was ended. His second answer, that 
all the other three evangelists prove that 
Judas was present at the sacrament, is but 
petitio principii. Thirdly, saith he, the 
sacrament was not instituted afler supper, 
but as they sat at supper. Ans. It was, in- 
deed, instituted while they were sitting at 
supper, or before they rose from supper, so 



that they were still continuing in a table 
gesture ; yet the actions must needs be dis- 
tinguished, for they did not, at the same 
instant, receive the sacrament, and eat of 
another supper too. And though it be said 
of the bread, that " as they did eat, Jesus 
took bread," yet of the cup Paul and Luke 
say, that Jesus took it " after supper ;" that 
is, after they had done eating, therefore, 
certainly, after Judas got the sop and went 
away, at which instant they had not done 
eating. Neither is there any ground at all, 
Luke xxii. 17, to prove that he took the 
cup during supper, as Mr Prynne conceiv- 
eth, but finding no strength herein, he add- 
eth, that some learned men are of opinion, 
that Christ had, that night, " first, his pas- 
chal supper, at the close whereof he institu- 
ted his own supper," 1 Cor xi. 21, 22; se- 
condly, an ordinary supper, which succeeded 
the institution of his own, in imitation where- 
of the Corinthians and primitive Christians 
had their love feasts, which they did eat im- 
mediately after the Lord's supper ; and this 
is more than intimated, John xiii. 2, 12 — 
31, &c., therefore Luke's after supper, he 
took the cupj must be meant only after the 
paschal supper, not the other supper."^ 

Ans. 1 verily believe that, beside the pas- 
chal and eucharistical suppers, Christ and 
his disciples had, that nignt, a common or 
ordinary supper, and so think Calvin and 
Beza upon Matt. xxvi. 20; Parens upon 
Matt. xxvi. 21; Fulk on 1 Cor. xi. 23; 
Cartwright, Ibid., and in his Harmony, 
Hb. 3, p. 173 ; Pelargus in John xiii., quest. 
2 ; Tossanus in Matt, xxvi ; Tolet and Mal- 
donat upon John xiii. 2 ; Jansenius, Cone. 
Evang., cap. 131 ; and divers others. I 
am very glad that Mr Prynne grants it; 
and I approve his reason that, in the pas- 
chal supper, we read of no sops, nor ought 
to dip them in. The Jews, indeed, tell us 
of a sauce in the passover, which they call 
charoseth ; but, I suppose, Christ kept the 
passover according to the law, and did not 
tie himself to rites which had come in by 
tradition. I could bring other reasons to 
prove an ordinary supper, if it were here 
necessary. But what gaineth Mr Prynne 
hereby ? Surely he loseth much, as shall 
appear afterwards. 

2. Whereas, he thinks, the common sup- 
per at which Christ did wash his disciple's 
feet, and discover Judas, and give him the 

1 Tertullian, Apolog. 
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Aaron's rod blossoming, or the 



sop, was after the sacrament, as I know not 
those learned men that think as he doth 
in this point, so it is more than he can prove. 
The contrary hath been proved from Mat- 
thew and Mark, who record that the dis- 
course concerning Judas, was while they 
were eating that supper which preceded the 
sacrament ; so that the giving of the sop to 
Judas must be before the sacrament. JBut 
after the sacrament, both Matthew and Mark 
do immediately add, " And when they had 
sung an hymn, they went out into the Mount 
of OUves." 

3. As for that of the Corinthians, the 
very place cited by himself maketh against 
him, 1 Cor. xi. 21 ; for when they came to- 

f ether to eat the Lord's supper, every one 
id itpoXafi^dvuv first take his own supper, 
and that in imitation of Christ, who gave the 
sacrament afler supper ; so Aquinas, Lyra, 
and others, following Augustine. This tak- 
ing first, or before, Sath reference to the ^ 
crament ; because it is spoken of every one 
who came to the Lord's table, " Every one 
taketh before his own supper," which made 
such a disparity, that one was hungry, and 
another drunken, at the sacrament, the poor 
having too little, and the rich too mucn, at 
their own supper.^ 

4. The example of the ancient Christians 
will help him as little. I find no such thing 
in Terttdlian's Apologetic, as the eating of 
the love feasts immediatelv after the Lord's 
supper. But I find both in the Afiican 
Canons* and in Augustine,' and in Wala- 
fridus Strabo,^ that once in the year (and 
oflener by divers) the sacrament was re- 
ceived afi«r the ordinary meat, for a com- 



1 Magdeb., eent. 1, lib. 2, cap. 6» 384, edit. 1624.— 
Apnd Corinthios inyaluerat ille abusas, ut ante coe- 
nam Bominicam inter se concertarent ; et alii ibl 
tnas ccsnas infttraerent et benepoti coBnam D<»nini 
aociperent. 

> Cod. Canon. Eccl. Afric, can. 41. — tTt Sacra- 
inenta altaris non niei a jejnnis bominibns celebren- 
tnr, excepto nno die anniversario, quo oosna domi> 
nica celebratnr. 

* AnguBt., epist. 118, cap. 7. — Sed nonnullos pro- 
babiliB qneedam ratio delectatit, ttt nno certo die 
per annum quo ipsam coenam Dominns dedit, tan>- 
quam ad insigniorem commemorationem, post cibos 
offerri et accipi liceat corpus et sanguinem Domini, 
&c., hoc tamen non arbitror institutum, nisi quia 
plures et prope omues in p^eriaque locis 6o die c<s» 
nare consneverunt. 

4 Walafridns Strabo de Reb. Eccl., cap. 19.— Hoc 
quoque commemorandnm rldetur, quod ipsa sacra- 
menta quidam interdum Jejuni, interdum pranii peiv 
cepisse leguatur. He tells ns out of Socrates that 
the Egyptians, near Alexandria, as likewise those in 
ThebaiB, did often take the sacrament after they had 
eaten liberally. 



memoration of that which Christ did in the 
night wherein he was betrayed. It had 
been formerly in use among divers to take 
the sacrament ordinarily after meat, tiU the 
African Council discharged it, as Laurentius 
de la Barre observeth in the notes upon 
Tertullian, p. 339, Paris edit., 1580. Au" 
gustine, epist. 118, cap. 5, 6, answereth cer- 
tain queries of Januarius, concerning eating 
or not eating before the sacrament, lie 
saith that Christ did indeed give the sacra- 
ment after supper, and that the Corinthians 
did also take it after supper ; but that the 
Scripture hath not tied us to follow these 
examples, but left us at liberty. And, upcm 
this ground, he defendeth the church's cus- 
tom at that time of taking the sacrament 
fasting, for greater reverence to the ordin- 
ance. But in this he speaks plainly, that 
when Christ was eating with the disciples, 
and telling them that one of them should 
betray him, he had not then given the sa* 
crament. With Augustine's judgment a- 
greeth that epistle of Chrysostom, where, 
answering an objection which had been 
made against him, that he had given the 
sacrament to some that were not fasting, he 
denieth the uict, but addeth, if he had done 
BO it had been no sin, because Christ gave 
the sacrament to the apostles after they had 
supped. KadeXirwaav &vt6p tov uiffHov os 
fiera to bunrifryai tfjv KOivmvinv ihktKt : Let 
them depose (saith he) the Lord himself, 
who gave the communion after supper. In 
commemoration whereof the ancient churdi 

ieven when they received the sacrament 
asting at other times, yet) upon the paasion 
day, called Good Friday, received it after 
meals, as I proved before. And this I also 
add bv the way, that though Paul condemn- 
eth the Corinthians for eating their love 
feast in tlie church, yet he allows them to 
eat at home before they come to the Lord's 
table, as the Centurists, cent. 1, lib. 2, cap. 
6, p. 384, prove from 1 Cor. xi. 34, " And 
if any man hunger, let liim eat at home ; 
that ye come not together unto condem- 
nation." Casaubon, exerc. 16, p. 367, ^it. 
Franco* 1615, thinks it was in imitation of 
Christ's example that those Egyptians men- 
tioned by Socrates did take the sacrament 
St night, after they had liberally supped, 
vavToiwv ibtufA&Tiav €fifopti0i9fre$: being 
filled with all sorts of mea;ts. 



1 Cnm sero factum esset, rccnmbebat cum dnode- 
cim, et mandncantibns eis diiit, qnoniam nnns ex 
Tobii me tradet. Post enlm tradidit sacramentum. 
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I conclude, therefore, that when Luke 
saith, " After supper he took the cup," the 
meaning is, after both paschal and common 
supper, and that there was no other eating 
after the sacrament that night, and so, con- 
sequently, the giving of the sop to Judas 
must needs be before the sacrament; and 
his going out immediately after the sop, 
proves that he did not receive the sacrament. 

But Mr Prynne gives us a fourth answer, 
which is the last (but a very weak) refuge. 
The word "immediately (saith he), many 
times, in our common speecn, signifieth soon 
after, or not long after, as we usually say 
we wiU do this or that immediately, instantly, 
presently, whereas we mean only speedily, 
within a short time." Ana, 1. This is no 
good report which Mr Prynne brings upon 
tne Ehglish tongue, that men promise to do 
a thing immediately , when they do not mean 
to do it immediately. I hope every con- 
scientious man will be loath to say imme^ 
diately, except when he means immediate- 
ly (for I know not how to explain imme- 
diately, but by immediately) ; and for an 
usual form of speaking, which is not accord- 
ing to the rule of the word, it is a very bad 
commentary to the language of the Holy 
Ghost. 2. And if that form of speech be 
usual in making of promises, yet I have 
never known it usual m writing of histories, 
to say that such a thing was done imme- 
diately after such a thing, and yet divers 
other things intervened between them. If, 
between Judas's getting of the sop and his 
going out, did intervene the instituting of 
the sacrament, the taking, blessing, break- 
ing, distributing, and eatmg of the bread ; 
also the taking and giving of the cup, and 
their dividing it among themselves, and 
drinking all of it; how can it then be a true 
narration that Judas went out immediately 
after his receiving of the sop ? 3. Neither 
is it likely that Satan would suffer Judas to 
stay any space after he was once discovered, 
lest the company and conference of Christ 
and his apostles should take him off from 
his wicked purpose. 4. Gerhardus having, in 
his Common Places, given that answer, that 
the word immediately may suffer this sense, 
that shortly thereafter Judas went forth, he 
doth professedly recal that answer in his 
Continuation of the Harmony, cap. 171, 
p. 453» and that upon this ground, because 
Judas being mightily irritated and exaspe- 
rated, both by the sop and by Christ's an- 
swer (for when Judas asked, "Is it I ?" 



Christ answered, " Thou hast said"), would 
certainly break away abruptly, and very im- 
mediately. So much of the first argument. 

The second argument (which I also touch- 
ed in my sermon) was this : As Christ said 
to the communicants, " Drink ye all of it," 
Matt. xxvi. 27; "And they all drank," 
Matt. xiv. 23; so he saith to them all, 
" This is my body which is broken for you ; 
this is the cup of the new covenant in my 
blood, which is shed for you," Luke xxii, 
19, 20. But if Judas had been one of the 
communicants, it is not credible that Christ 
would have said so in reference to him as 
well as to the other apostles. This argu- 
ment Mr Prynne, p. 26, doth quite mis- 
take, as if the strength of it lay m a sup- 
posed particular appfication of the words of 
the institution to each communicant, which 
I never meant, but dislike it as much as he. 
The words were directed to all, in the plu- 
ral, " This is my body broken for you, &c. ; 
my blood shed for you," &c. Mr Piynne 
conceives that io might have been said to 
Judas, being meant by Christ, " only condi- 
tionally, that his body was broken, and his 
blood was shed for him, if he would really 
receive them by faith." Jonas SchHchtin- 
gius, a Socinian, in his book against Meis- 
nerus, p. 803, though he supposeth, as Mr 
Prynne doth, that JTudas was present at the 
giving of the sacrament, yet he holds that it 
is not to be imagined that Christ would have 
said to Judas, that his body was broken for 
him. And shall we then, who believe that 
the death of Jesus Christ was a satisfaction 
to the justice of God for sin (which the So- 
cinians believe not), admit that Christ meant 
to comprehend Judas among others, when 
he said, " This is my body wnich is broken 
for you ?" 

Ministers do, indeed, offer Christ to all, 
upon condition of believing, being command- 
ed to preach the gospel to every creature, 
and not knowing who are reprobates; but 
that Christ himself (knowing that the son of 
perdition was now lost, that the Scripture 
might be fulfilled, John xvii. 12) would, in 
the sacrament (which is more applicative 
than the word, and particulariseth the pro- 
mises to the receivers), so speak, as that, in 
any sense, those words might be applied to 
Judas, that even for him, his body was 
broken and his blood shed ; and that, there- 
upon, the seals should be given him, to me 
is not at all credible, and I prove the nega- 
tive by four arguments (though I might give 
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manj more): 1. If Christ did, in refer- 
ence to Judas, mean conditionally that his 
body was broken, and his blood shed for 
him, if he would believe (as Mr Prynne 
holdis), then he meant conditionally to save 
the son of perdition, whom he knew in&lli- 
bly to be lost, and that he should be cer- 
tainly damned and go to hell, and that, in 
eating the sacrament, he would certainly eat 
and drink judgment to himself (all which 
Mr Prynne himself, p. 26, saith Christ in- 
fallibly knew). But who dare think or say 
so of Jesus Christ? Suppose a minister 
knew in£sdlibly that such an one hath blas- 
phemed against the Holy Ghost (which sin 
the Centurists and others think to nave been 
committed by Judas, which could not be hid 
from Qirist), and is irrecoverably lost, and 
will be most certainly damned, durst that 
minister admit that person to the sacrament, 
and make those words applicable to him so 
much as conditionally, ^* This is the Lord's 
body broken for you ; this is the blood of 
the new covenant shed for you unto remis- 
sion of sins ?" How much less would Christ 
himself say so, or mean so, in reference to 
Judas? 

2. If Christ would not pray for Judas, 
but for his elect apostles only, and such as 
should believe through the word of the gos- 
pel, then he meant not so much as condi- 
tionally to give his body and blood for Ju- 
das (for if he meant anv good to Judas, so 
much as conditionally, he would not have 
excluded him from having anv part at all in 
his prayers to Grod). But dhrist doth ex- 
clude Judas from his prayer, John xvii., not 
only as one of the reprobate world, ver. 9, 
but even by name, ver. 12, giving him over 
for lost, and one that was not to be prayed 
for. 

3. Love and hatred in God, and in his 
Son Jesus Christ, being eternal and un- 
changeable (for actu8 Dei immanentes sunt 
<Biemi), it toUoweth that if there was such 
a decree of God, or any such meaning or in- 
tention in Christ, as to give his body and 
blood for Judas, whom he knew infallibly to 
be lost, and since that same conditional 
meaning or intention could not be without 
a conditional love of God and of Christ to 
Judas and his salvation, this love doth still 
continue in God, and in Christ, to save Ju- 
das now in hell, upon condition of his believ- 
ing, which every Christian I think will abo- 
minate. 

4. That conditional love and conditional 



intention or meaning, could not have pl^e 
in the Son of Goo. For as Spanhemius 
doth rightly argue in his leamea exercita- 
tions, de Gratia Universalis p. 746, it doth 
not become either the wisdom or goodness 
of Grod to will and intend a thing upon such 
a condition as neither is nor can be. And 
p. 829, he saith, that this conditional desti- 
nation or intention cannot be conceived, as 
being incident only to such as do neither 
foreuiow nor direct and order the event, 
and in whose hand it is not to ^ve the fa- 
culty and will of performing the thing, 
which cannot without impiety be thought or 
said of God. Thus he. 

The third argument (which I shall now 
add) is that whereby Hilarius, can. 30, in 
Matt., and Innooentius III. Hb. 4, de MyS' 
terio Miss. cap. 13, prove that JudSis re- 
ceived not the sacrament, neither was pre- 
sent at the receiving of it : because that 
night while Judas was present, Christ in his 
gracious and comfortable expressions to his 
apostles did make an exception, as John xiii. 
10, 11, <' Ye are clean, but not all ; for he 
knew who should, betray him, therefore said 
he. Ye are not all clean;" ver. 18, "I speak 
not of you all, I know whom I have chosen ;" 
so ver. 21, even as before ; John vi. 70, 
" Have not I chosen you twelve, and one of 
you is a devil." But at the sacrament all his 
sweet and gracious speeches are without any 
such exception, ** This is my body which is 
given for you," &c. Yea he saith positively 
of all the apostles to whom he gave the sa- 
crament, ^' I will not drink henceforth of 
this fruit of the vine, until that day when I 
drink it new with'*you in my Father's king- 
dom," Matt. xxvi. 29, and this he saiui 
unto them all, as it is clear from ver. 27, 
" Drink ye all of it." Again, Luke xxii. 
28 — 30, "Ye are they which have con- 
tinued with me in my temptations; and I 
appoint unto you a kingdom, as my Fath^ 
hath a|>pointed unto me ; that ye may eat 
and dnnk at my table in my kingdom, and 
sit on thrones, iudging the twelve tribes of 
Israel." Would not Qirist much more have 
excepted Judas in these expressions, if he 
had been present, seeing he had so often ex- 
cepted him before ? 

As for Mr Prynne's reasons from Scrip- 
ture to prove that Judas did receive the sa- 
crament, they are extremely inconclusive. 
First, he saith that Matthew, Mark and 
Luke, are all express in termims, that 
Christ sat down to eat the passover, and the 
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twelve apostles with him; that Judas was 
one of those twelve, and present at the ta- 
ble ; that as they sat at meat together, Je- 
sus took bread, &o., that he said of the cup, 
Drink ye all of it ; and Mark saith thej all 
drank of it. 

Ans. 1. The three evangelists are all ex- 
press in terminisy that when even was come, 
Christ sat down with the twelve, as likewise 
that the twelve did eat with him that night; 
but that the twelve apostles were with him 
in the eating of the passover, they are not 
express in terminisy and I have some rea- 
sons which move me to think that Judas 
did not eat so much as of the passover that 
night; whereof in the proper place. 2. And 
if ne had been at the passover, that proves 
not he was at the Lord's supper. When 
Christ took the cup and said, '^ I)rink ye all 
of it," it was after supper, that is, after the 
paschal supper, as Mr Prynne himself gives 
the sense. 3. When Mark saith, " They all 
drank of it," he means all that were present, 
but Judas was gone forth. His argument 
supposeth that Judas was present, which be- 
ing before disproved, there remams no more 
strength nor fife in his argument. 

That which he addeSi p. 18, 19, if it 
have either strength or good sense, I con- 
fess the dullness ofmy conception. He would 
prove from Matthew and Mark, that im- 
mediately before the institution of the sacra- 
ment, Christ told his disciples that one of 
them should betray him, and they all asked, 
" Is it I ?" and that therefore certainly the 
sacrament was given to Judas, because he 
was the last man that said '^ Is it I ?" im- 
mediately before the institution. And fur- 
ther (saith he) Luke placeth these words of 
Christ concerning Judas's betraying of him, 
after the institution, which manifesteth that 
Judas was present at the sacrament. His 
inference is this, that seeing John avereth, 
chap. xiii. 2, that all this discourse, and the 
giving of the sop to Judas, was after supper, 
and the other three evangelists agreeing 
that Christ instituted and distributed the 
sacrament,, as they did eat, before supper 
quite ended, it must follow that Judas did 
receive the sacrament. 

Ans. 1. But how doth this hang together: 
1. To argue that Judas receiveathe sacra- 
ment, because Christ's discourse concerning 
Judas and Judas's question, " Is it I ?" 
were immediately before the institution of 
the sacrament ; and again to prove that 
Judas did receive the sacrament, because 






Christ's discourse about Judas was after 
supper ended, and after the sacrament, 
which was instituted before supper ended ? 
the one way of arguing destroy eth the other. 

2. For that in Matthew and Mark, that 
Christ discoursed of the traitor, and that 
Judas said " Is it I ?" before the institution 
of the sacrament, I confess ; but that it was 
immediately before the institution of the sa- 
crament the evangelists do not say, neither 
doth he prove it. Judas went out aiter that 
discourse and the sop, and how much of ^e 
consolatory and valedictory sermon (which 
beginneth John xiii. 31) was spent before 
the distribution of the sacrament, who is so 
wise as to know ? 3. For that in Luke, I 
have proved that though he sets down tilie 
things, yet not in that order wherein they 
were done ; which is also the opinion of 
Grotius upon that place. And for that, John 
xiii. 2, " Supper being ended," I have an- 
swered before. 

Shall we, in the next place, have a heap 
of human testimonies concerning Judas's re- 
ceiving of the sacrament? I see so much 
light from the Scripture to the c(Mitrary, 
that I shall not be easily shaken with the 
authority of men ; yet it shall not be amiss 
a little to try whether it be altogether so 
as he would make us believe. He saith we 
go '* against all antiquity," p. 18, and against 
tne most and best of Protestant writers, p. 
23 ; yea, that all ages have received it as 
an indubitable verity, that Judas received 
the sacrament, p. 19. No, Sir, soft a little. 
The truth is, the thing hath been very much 
controverted, both among the fathers, and 
among Papists, and among Protestant wri- 
ters. I have found none so unanimous for 
Judas's receiving of the sacrament as the 
Lutherans, endeavouring thereby to prove 
that the wicked hypocrites and unbeHevers 
do, in the sacrament, eat the true body of 
Christ, and drink his true blood ;^ yet (as hot 
as they are upon it) they acknowledge it is 
no indubitMe verity, they cite authorities 
against it as well as ror it. See Gerhardus, 
Harm. Evang., cap. 171; Brochmand, tom. 

3, p. 2082. Neither do the Lutherans make 
any such use of Judas's receiving of the sa- 
crament, as Mr Prynne doth ; for they hold, 
that not only excommunicated persons, but 
scandalous and notorious sinners, not yet gsl- 
communicated, ought to be kept back from 



1 Gerhardns, Loc. Com., tom. 6, p. 186, 187 ; Pet- 
rus Hinckelmannus de Anabaptismo, disp. 5, cap. 2. 
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the Lord's table ; see Gerhardus, Loc, Com., 
torn. 6, 180 — 182, where he proves dis- 
tinctly, that all these ought to be excluded 
from the Lord's supper : 1. Heretics. 2. 
Notorious scandalous sinners. 3. Excom- 
municated persons. 4. Possessed persons, 
furious persons, and idiots. 6. Infamous 
persons, who use unlawful arts, as magicians, 
necromancers, &c. ; and, for the exclusion of 
scandalous sinners, he citeth the ecclesiastical 
electoral constitutions. Luc. Osiander, En- 
chir, contra Anabap,, cap. 6, quest. 3, tells 
us, that the Lutheran churches exclude all 
known scandalous persons from the sacra- 
ment. But it is strangest to me that Mr 
Prynne will not give credit to some of the 
testimonies cited by himself. Theophylact, 
in Matt, xxvi., saith, Quidam autem di- 
cunt quod egresso Jvda, tradidit sacra- 
mentum aliis discipulis, proinde et nos 
sic facere debemuSy et malos d sacra-' 
mentis aharcere. Idem in Mark xiv., Qui- 
dam dicunt (but who they were appears 
not, saith Mr Prynne, in any extant work 
of theirs) Judam non fuisse partidpem 
sacramentorumy sed egressum esse prius- 
quam dominus sacramenta traderet. Shall 
we take this upon Mr Prynne's credit, that 
it doth not appear in any extant work of 
theirs ? Nay, let him take better heed what 
he saith, and whereof he affirmeth. In the 
next page he himself excepteth one, which 
is Hilarius ; but except him only, he saith 
that all the ancients unanimously accord 
herein, without one dissenting voice. But 
see, now, whether all is to be believed that 
Mr Prynne gives great words for. It is 
well tliat he confesseth we have Hilarius for 
us. First, therefore, let the words of Hilarius 
be observed;^ next, I will prove what he 
denieth, namely, that others of the ancients 
were of the same opinion. 

Clemens, lib. 5, Constit. Apost., cap. 13, 
after mention of the paschal or typical sup- 
per, addeth these words as of the apostles, 
itapahovs hk fifJily ra avrirvwa fivarifpia tov 
Tifiiov abtfiaros avrov xal aiftaros, *lovba fxf) 
avfivapovTos fffiiy: But when he had de- 
livered to us the antitype mysteries (so call- 
ed in reference to the paschal supper) of his 
precious body and blood, Judas not being 

1 Hilarius, can. 30, in Matt. — Post qnsB Jndas 
proditor indicatur, sine quo pascha accepto calice 
et fracto pane conficitnr : dignus enim aBternomm 
sacramentomm commnnione non fuerat, &c. Neque 
sane bibere cam eo poterat, qni non erat bibetnms 
in regno. 



present with us. I do not own these eight 
books of the apostohcal constitutions as writ- 
ten by that Clemens who was Paul's fellow- 
labourer, Phil, iv., yet certainly they are an- 
cient, as is universsdly acknowledged. Dio- 
nysius Areopagita (or whosoever he was that 
anciently wrote under that name), de Eccle- 
siastica Hierarchia, cap. 3, part 3, sect. 1, 
speaking of the same bread and the same 
cup, whereof all the communicants are par- 
takers, he saith that this teacheth them a 
divine conformity of manners, and withal 
calls to mind Christ's supper in the night 
when he was betrayed, KaO* o rai nvTOs 6 
Tuv avfi^oXvy bijftiovpyoSj &woK\jipoi dtcaio- 
rara rov ov\ offivt avrf Ka\ ofiorportts ra 
icpa avvbeiwviitravTa. In qua coena : so 
Ambrose the monk, in his Latin translation ; 
and Judocus CUchtoveus in his Commentary: 
In which supper (for xaO* 6 relates to to deiT- 
f'ov, the supper before mentioned, and sig- 
nifieth the time of supper, or afler supper 
was begun ; so the Grecians use to say cara 
riiv voaov to signify in the time of sickness) 
" the author himself of those symbols doth 
most justly deprive or cast out him (Judas) 
who had not holily, and with agreement of 
mind, supped together with him upon holy, 
things." By those holy things he under- 
stands (it should seem) the typical or pas- 
chal supper, of which Judas nad eaten be- 
fore, and peradventure that night also, in the 
opinion of this ancient. Judocus Clichtoveus, 
in his Commentary, saith only, that Judas 
did that night eat together with Christ ci- 
bum, meat, he saith not sacramentum. This 
ancient writer is also of opinion, that Christ 
did excommunicate Judas, or as Clichto- 
veus expounds him, d cceterorum discipulo" 
rum costu cequissime separavit, discrevit 
et dispescuit. If you think not this clear 
enough, hear the ancient scholiast Maxi- 
mus, to whom the Centurists give the testi- 
mony of a most learned and most holy man. 
He flourished in the seventh century under 
Constance ; he was a chief opposer of the 
Monothclites, and aHerwards a martyr. His 
scholia upon that place of Dionysius, mak- 
eth this inference, "Ore ficra to e{eX6eTi/ tov 
*lovbav €K TOV beiirvov, vapibuxey 6 Xpisros 
Tois finOfiraU to fAvarijpioy : That after Ju- 
das had gone forth from supper, Christ gave 
the mystery to his disciples. Again, Kac 917- 
fieiuftrai, on Kai iLvrw fieribuKe tov fivoTiKov 
&PTOV KQt TOV TTOTTipiov, TO. be fivaTrfpia rois 
fiadnTois /icra to kljekdeiv tov betwvov tov 
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*louhaVy uis iivallov rourwv ovrot kvroh : 
Where note, that to him also (that is, to 
Judas) he (Christ) gave of a mystical bread 
(meaning the mileavened bread of the pass- 
over) ana cup (meaning the cup drunk at 
the paschal supper), but the mysteries (that 
is, the eucharistical bread and cup, common- 
ly called the mysteries by ancient writers) he 
gave to his disciples after Judas went forth 
irom supper, as it were, because Judas him- 
self was unworthy of these mysteries. 

Add hereunto the testimonv of Georgius 
Pachymeres, who lived in the thirteenth cen- 
tury. In his Paraphrase upon that same 
place of Dionysius, he saith that Christ him- 
self, the author and institutor of this sacra- 
ment, airocXi^poi koX hrobtaariXXei hiKaid' 
Tara rov ov^ oaiias avvheiirvifjaavTa *lovhayy 
Kai &vrw yap rov fivariKOv 6pTov rai rov 
woTfiplov fjierabovsy ra fivartipta fiovoit rois 
/laOiyratf, fitra ro ileXOelv eKtivov €K tov 
btlwvov, irapibtaKevy wi avaliov rovrofp ovros 
Tov*\ovba : Christ doth cast out and separate, 
or excommunicate most justly, Judas, who 
had not holily supped together with him. 
For having given to him also of a mystical 
bread and cup, he gave the mysteries to the 
disciples alone, after he went forth from 
supper, thereby, as it were, showing that 
Judas was unworthy of these mysteries. 

By the mysteries which Maximus and 
Pachymeres speak of, and which, they say, 
Christ gave to his disciples after Judas was 
gone forth, I can understand nothing but 
the eucharistical supper, the elements where- 
of are very frequently called th^ mysteries 
by the ancients, as hath been said. And if 
any man shall understand by these myste- 
ries the inward graces or things signified in 
the Lord's supper, then what sense can there 
be in that which Maximus and Pachymeres 
say? for Christ could as easily keep back 
from Judas, and give to his other disciples, 
those graces and operations of his Spirit, 
when Judas was present among them, as 
when he was cast out. So that it could not 
be said that Christ did cast out Judas in 
order to the restraining from him, and giv- 
ing to the other disciples, the invisible in- 
ward grace signified in the sacrament, as if 
the other apostles had not received that 
grace at the receiving of the sacrament, but 
that Judas must first be cast out, before 
they could receive it ; or as if Judas had 
received the inward grace, if he had not 
gone out from supper. The sense must 
therefore be this, that Judas, as an unwor- 



thy person, was cast out by Christ, before he 
thought fit to give the sacrament of his sup- 
per unto his other apostles. 

Unto all these testimonies add Ammonius 
Alexandrinus, de Quatuor Evanaelioram 
Consonantiay cap. 155, where he hath the 
story of Judas's receiving of the sop, and his 
going forth immediately afler he had re- 
ceived it; thereafter, cap. 156, he addeth 
the institution and distribution of the Lord's 
supper, as being, in order, posterior to Ju- 
das's going form. So Hkewise before him, 
Tacianus doth make the history of the insti- 
tution of the sacrament to follow afler the 
excluding of Judas from the company of 
Christ and his apostles, which neither of 
them had done, if they had not behoved 
that Judas was gone before the sacrament. 
With all these agreeth Innocentius III.,^ 
who holdeth expressly that the sacrament 
was not eiven till Judas had gone forth ; 
and that there is a recapitulation in the nar- 
ration of Luke. Moreover, as it is evident 
by the fore-mentioned testimonies of Theo- 
phylact, that some of the ancients did hold 
that Christ gave not the sacrament to Ju- 
das; so also the testimony cited by Mr 
Prynne out of Victor Antiochenus beareth 
witness to the same thing : Sunt tamen qui 
Judam ante porrectam eucharistioe sacra- 
mentum exivisse existiment : But yet, saith 
He, there are who conceive that Judas went 
forth before the sacrament of the eucharist 
was given. And with these words Mr 
Prynne closeth his citation out of Victor 
Antiochenus ; but I will proceed where he 
left off. The very next words are these. 
Sane Johannes quiddam ejusmodi subin- 
dicare videtur : Certainly John seemeth to 
intimate some such thing. Which is more 
than half a consenting with those who think 
that Judas went forth before the sacrament 
of the Lord's supper. I shall end with two 
testimonies of Kupertus Tuitiensis, one* upon 



1 Lib. 4, de Myster. Missae, cap. 13. — Patet ergo 
quod Judas prius exiit quam Christus traderet eu- 
charistiam. Quod autem Lucas post calicem coni- 
memorat traditerem, per recapitulationem potest 
intelligi : Quia saepe fit in Scriptura ut quod prius 
factum fuerat posterius enarretur. That whole 
chapter is spent in the debating of this question. 

3 In John vi. de participatione autem corporis et 
sanguinis ejus, potest aliquis opinari quod ille (Ju- 
das) interfuerit. Sed profecto diligentius eyangel- 
istarum narratione, doctorumque considerata diver- 
sitate, citins deprehendi, huic quoque sacramento 
ilium nequaqnam interfuisse. Nam cum accepisset 
buccellam, qua traditor designatus est, exivit con- 
tinno. 
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John vi. ; another upon John xiii.^ The 
latter of the two speaketh thus, being Eng- 
lished : " But we must know that, as it hath 
been also said before us, if Judas, after the 
sop, did go forth immediately, as, a little 
aner, the Evangelist saith, without doubt, 
he was not present with the disciples at that 
time, when our Lord did distribute unto 
them the sacrament of his own bodj and 
blood/' And a little after : " Therefore, bj 
the Lord's example, the good ought, indeed, 
to tolerate the bad in the church, until, "by 
the &n of judgment, the grain be separated 
from the cnan, or the tares from the wheat ; 
but yet patience must not be so far void of 
discerning, as that they should give the most 
sacred mysteries of Gnrist to unworthy per- 
sons, whom they knew to be such." 

As for modem writers, this present ques- 
tion hath been debated by Salmeron, torn. 
9, tract. 11, 9Xkd by Dr Kellet in his Tri- 
ccenium, lib. 2, cap. 14. Both of them hold 
that Judas did not receive the Lord's sap- 
per. Mariana on Luke xxii. 21, dteth au- 
thors for both opinions, and rejecteth nei- 
ther; Gerhardus, Harm* Evang,^ cap. 171, 
dteth for the same opinion, that Judas did 
not receive the Lord's supper ^beside Sal- 
meron), Turrianus and Barradius ; and of 
ours, VanmuB, Musculus, Kleinwitzius, Pis- 
cator, et alii complureSy saith he, and many 
others. 

Add also Zanchius upon the fourth com- 
mand. Gromarus (who professedly handleth 
this question), upon John xiii. Beza puts it 
out oi question ;^ and Tossanus' tells us it is 
the judgment of many learned men, as well 
as his own.^ Musculus, following Bupertus, 
concludeth that certainly Judas was gone 

1 RupertuB Tuitiensis in John xiii. — Sciendum 
▼ero est, quia, sicut et ante nos dictum est, si post 
bnccellum continno Judas exivit, sicut paulo post 
eyangelistadicit, procul dubio nequaqnam discipulis 
tunc interfuit, qnando Dominus noster sacramentum 
illis corporis et sanguinis sui distribnit. Et pauh 
p0gl, — Igitur exempio Domini, toierare quidem ma- 
los boni debent in ecclesia, donee ventilabro judicii 
granum a palea, vel a tritico separentur zizania : 
▼erumtamen non eo usque indiscreta debet esse pa- 
tientia, ut indignis, quos noverunt, sacrosancta 
Christi tradaot mysteria. 

s Beza in John xiii. 30.— Certa yidetur esse eorum 
sententia qui existimant Judam institutioni sacrsB 
coensB non interfuisse. 

8 Tossanus in John xiii. — Ita ut Jnd» quidem la- 
▼erit pedes Christus, sed postea egressus cgbusb sa- 
cramentiji non interfuerit, sicut eruditi muiti ex 
hoc capite coUigunt 

4 Musculus in loc. Com. de Coena Dom., p. 352. — 
Mihi sane dnbium non est, egressum ad perficien- 
dum traditionis scelus fuisse Judam, priusquam sa- 
cramentum hoc a Domino discipulis traderetur. 



forth before Christ gave the sacrament to his 
apostles ;^ so likevnse Diodati and Grotius.^ 

By this time it appeareth that Mr Prynne 
hath no such consent of writers of his opin- 
ion, or against mine, as he pretendeth. 

As for those andents cited by Mr Prynne, 
some of them (as Origen and Cyril) did go 
upon this great mistake, that the sop which 
Cnrist gave to Judas was the sacrament; 
which error of theirs is observed by inter- 
preters upon the place. No marvel that they 
who thought so, were also of opinion that 
Judas received Uie sacrament of the Lord's 
supper ; for how could they choose to think 
otherwise upon that supposition ? But now 
the latter interpreters, yea Mr Prynne him- 
self, having taken away that which was the 
ground of their opinion, their testimonies 
will weigh the less m this particular. Chry- 
sostom thinks indeed that Judas received 
the sacrament, but he takes it to be no wai*- 
rant at all for the admission of scandalous 
persons; for in one and ^e same homily, hom. 
83, in Matt, he both tells us of Judas's receiv- 
ing of the sacrament and discourseth at large 
i^ainst the admission of scandalous persons. 
As for Bernard, Mr Prynne doth not cite 
his words nor quote the place. Oecumenius 
(in the passage cited by Mr Prynne) saith 
that the other apostles and Judas did eat 
together communi mensa, at a common ta- 
ble ; but he saith not " at the sacrament of 
the Lord's supper." That which Oecume- 
nius in that ptaoe arsueth against, is the 
contempt of the poor m the church of Cor- 
inth, and the secluding of them from the 
love-feasts of the richer sort. Now, saith he, 
if Christ himself admitted Judas to eat at 
one and the same table with his other dis- 
ciples, ought not we much more admit the 
poor to eat at oiu* tables ? Mr Prynne tells 
us also that Nazianzen, in his Christus Pa- 
tiens, agi*eeth that Judas did receive the 
Lord's supper together with the other apos- 
tles. I answer, first, I find no such thing 
in that place ; next, those verses so entitled 
are thought to be done by some late author, 
and not by Nazianzen, as J. Newenklaius, in 



1 Diodati upon John xiii. 30. — "We may gather 
from hence that he CJudas) did not communicate of 
our Saviour's sacrament." 

s Grotius, Annot. in Matt. xxyi. 21, 26 ; Luke xxii. 
21 ; John xiii., holds the supper at which the sop was 
given to Judas, and from which he went forth, was 
the common supper, and that it was before the 
Lord's supper, and that Luke doth not place 
Christ's words concerning Judas, Luke xxii. 21, in 
the proper place. 
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his censure upon them, noteth, and giveth 
reason for it. Cyprian's sermon de ahlutione 
pedunhy as it is doubted of whether it be 
Cyprian's, so the words cited by Mr Prynne 
do not prove the point in controversy. The 
other testimony cited out of Cyprian's ser- 
mon de ccena Domini, as it is not tran- 
scribed according to the original, so if Mr 
Prynne had read all which (m)rian saith in 
that sermon against unwortny receivers, 
peradventure he had not made use of that 
testimony. The words cited out of Ambrose 
do not hold forth clearly Judas's receiving 
of the eucharistical supper. The words ci- 
ted out of Augustine, epist. 162, Judobs (XC" 
eepit pretium nostrumy are not there to be 
found, though there be something to that 
sense. It is no safe way of citations to 
change the words of authors. This by the 
way. As for his other three citations out of 
Augustine, tract 6, 26, 62, in John, I can- 
not pass them without two animadversions. 
First, The greatest part of those words 
which he citeth as Augustine's words, and 
al80 as recited by Beda in his commentary 
on 1 Cor. xi. is not to be found either in 
Augustine or Beda in the places by him ci- 
ted ; viz. these words : Talis erat JudaSy 
et tamen cum Sanctis disciptdis undedm 
intrabat et exibat. Ad ipsam ccenam Do- 
minicam pariter accesstt, conversari cum 
lis potuity COS inquinare non potuit : De 
uno pane et Petrus aocipit et Judas ; et 
tamen qucB pars Jideli et infdeli? Petrus 
enim accepit ad vitaan, mandttcat Judas 
ad mortem : qui enim comederunt indigne 
judidum sibi mandttcat et btbit SIBI, non 
TiBi, &c. Of which last sentence if Mr 
Prynne can make good Latin, let him do it 
(for I cannot), and when he hath done so, he 
may be pleased to look over his books better 
to seek those words elsewhere if he can find 
them, for as yet he hath directed us to seek 
them where they are not. My next anim- 
adversion shall be this. The words of Au- 
gustine which Mr Prynne allegeth for Ju- 
Sas^s receiving of the sacrament, are these, 
tract 6, in «iohn : Num enim mala erat 
buccella quoi tradita est Judce d Domino? 
Absit, Medicus non daret venenum; salu" 
tern medicus dedity sed indigne accipiendo 
ad perniciem accepity quia non pacatus 
accepit. Thus the original, though not so 
recited by Mr Trytme ; but that I pass, so 
long as he retains the substance. Yet how 
willhe conclude from these words that Ju- 
das received the sacrament of the Lord's 



supper, unless he make Augustine to con- 
tradict himself most grossly ; for tract 62, 
in John (another place whiter Mr Prynne 
directeth us), speaking of Christ's giving of 
that buccella or sop to Judas, he saith, Son 
autem, ut putant quidam negligenter 2e- 
aenteSy tunc Judas Christi corpus accepit: 
But Judas did not at that time receive the 
body of Christ, as some negligently reading 
do think. Which words Beda also in his 
comment on John xiii. hath out of Augus- 
tine. It is Augustine's opinion that the sa- 
crament was given before that time, at 
which Judas was present. That which Mr 
Prynne citeth out of Algerus (a monk, who 
in that same book wnteth expressly for 
transubstantiation) maketh more against him 
than for him ; for Algerus takes the reason 
of Oirist's giving the sacrament to Judas, to 
be this, because his perverse conscience, 
though known to Christ, was not then made 
manifest, Judas not being accused and con- 
demned, so that he was a secret, not a scan- 
dalous sinner. Thus far we have a taste of 
Mr Prynne's citations of the ancients ; per- 
adventure it were not hard to find as great 
flaws in some other of those citations. But 
it is not worth the while to stay so long 
upon it. Among lihe rest he citeth Haymo, 
bishop of Halberatat, for Judas's receiving of 
the sacrament ; but he may also be pleased 
to take notice that Haymo would have no 
notorious scandalous sinner to receive the 
sacrament, and holds that a man eats and 
drinks unworthily qui gravioribus criminp- 
bus commaeulatus prcesumit illud {sacra^ 
mentwnj sumere: toat is, who being defiled 
with hemous crimes presumeth to take the 
sacrament ; but if he nad thought it (as Mr 
Prvnne doth) the most effectual ordinance, 
and readiest means to work ocmversion and 
repentance, he could not have said so. 
That which Mr Prynne, p. 23, citeth out 
of the two Confessions of Boh^nia and 
Belffia, doth not assert that for which he 
cite3i them ; for neither of them saith that 
Judas did receive the sacrament of the 
Lord's supper. The Belgic Confession 
saith an evil man may receive the sacra- 
ment unto his own condemnation : " As for 
example, Judas and Simon Magus both of 
them did receive the sacramental sign." I 
can subscribe to all this ; for it is true in re- 
spect of the baptism both of Judas and 
Simon Magus. But I must here put Mr 
Prynne in mind, that the thing which he 
pleads for is extremely different from that 



which the Belgic churches hold. For Har^ 
monia Synodorum Belgicarwrn, cap. 13, 
saith thus, Nemo ad (jo&nam dominicam 
admittatur, nisi qui fidei confessionem 
ante reddideritf et dtsciplince ecclesiaS' 
ticce se suhjecerit, et vitce inctUpatce testes 
fideles produxeAt : Let no man be admit- 
ted to the Lord's supper, except he who 
hath first made a confession of his faith, and 
hath subjected himself to the church dis- 
cipline, and hath proved himself bj faith- 
ful witnesses to be of an unblameable life. 
The other Confession of Bohemia, saith that 
*' Judas received the sacrament of the Lord 
Christ himself, did also execute the function 
of a preacher, and yet he ceased not to 
remain a devil, an hypocrite," &c. This 
needeth not be expounded of the Lord's 
supper (which if he had received, how did 
he still remain an hypocrite ? for that very 
night his wickedness did break forth and 
was put in execution), but of the passover, 
received by Judas once and again, if not the 
third time. That chapter is of sacraments 
in general, and that which is added, is con- 
cerning Ananias and his wife, being bap- 
tized of the apostles. However the very 
same chapter saith that ministers must 
thoroughly look to it, and take diligent heed 
lest they give holy things to dogs, or cast 
pearls before swine ; which is there applied 
to the sacraments, and is not understood of 
preaching and admonishing, only as Mr 
rrynne understands it. Also the book en- 
titled Ratio DisciplincB Ordinisque Eccle- 
siastici in Unitate Fratrum Bohemorum, 
cap. 7) appointeth not only church discipline 
in general, but particularly suspension &om 
the Lord's table of obstinate offenders. 
Finally, whereas Mr Prynne citeth a pas- 
sage of the antiquated Common Prayer-book, 
as it hath lost the authority which once it 
had, so that passage doth not by any neces- 
sary inference hold forth that Judas received 
the sacrament, sa Dr Kellet showeth at some 
length in his Triccenium, 

The citation in which Mr Prynne is most 
large, is that of Alex. Alensis, part. 4, quest. 
11, mem. 2, art. 1, sect. 4 (though not so 
quoted by him) ; but for a retribution, I 
snail tell him three great points in which 
Alex. Alensis, in that very dispute of the 
receiving of the eucharist, is utterly against 
his principles : First, Alex. Alensis is of 
opinion that the precept. Matt. vii. 6, " Give 
not that which is holy unto the dogs, neither 
cast ye your pearls before swine," doth ex- 



tend to the denying of the sacrament to known 
profane Christians ; for both in that section 
which hath been cited, and art. 3, sect. 1, 
answering objections from that text, he doth 
not say, that it is meant of the word, not of 
the sacrament ; and of infidels, heretics, per- 
secutors, not of profane ones ; but he ever 
supposeth, that the ministers are forbidden 
by that text to consent to give the sacra- 
ment to profane scandalous sinners. Se- 
condly, Alex. Alensis holds, that Christ's 
giving of the sacrament to Judas is no war- 
rant to ministers to give the sacrament to 
public notorious scandalous sinners, though 
they do desire it. And thus he resolvetn. 
Ibid., art. 3, sect. 1, "If the priest know 
any man by confession to be in a mortal sin, 
he ought to admonish him in secret, that he 
approach not to the table of the Lord ; and 
he ought to deny unto such an one the body 
of Christ, if he desire it in secret ; but if he 
desire it in public, then either his sin is pub- 
lic or secret, if public he ought to deny it 
unto him ; neither so doth he reveal sin be- 
cause it is public; if private he must give it, 
lest a worse thing fall out." Thirdly, Alex. 
Alensis holds the sacrament of the Lord's 
supper, not to be a converting but a con- 
firming and conserving ordinance. Ibid. art. 
2, sect. 2. His words I shall cite in the de- 
bating of that controversy. 



CHAPTER IX. 

WHETHER JUDAS BECEIYED THE SACRAMENT 
OF THE PASSOVER THAT NIGHT IN WHICH 
OUR LORD WAS BETRAYED. 

Mr Prynne (distrusting, peradventure, the 
strength of his proofs for Judas's receiving 
of the Lord's supper) betakes himself to an 
additional argument, p. 24, '^ All our anta- 
gonists (saith he) and evangelists clearly 
agree that Judas did eat the passover with 
Cnrist himself, as well as the other apostles : 
now the passover was a type of the Lord's 
supper," &c. It seems he had not the notes 
of my sermon truly (though he endeavour to 
confute it), for I did then, and I do still 
make, a very great question of it, whether 
Judas did so much as eat the passover, at 
that time, with Christ and the other apos- 
tles ; and I think I have very considerable 
reasons which make it probable that Judas 
did not eat the passover that night with 
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Christ and the apostles. The resolution of 
this question depends upon another, whether 
Christ and his apostles did eat the passover 
heibre that supper at which he did wash 
his disciples' feet and gave the sop to Ju- 
das (after the receiving whereof Judas im- 
mediately went out), or whether that supper 
was before the eating of the passover. I 
find some others,* as well as myself, have 
been of opinion, that it was before, not af- 
ter, the passover (yea, that the Jewish cus- 
tom was to eat their common supper before 
the passover, see Mr Weymes* Christian 
Synagogue, p. 120) ; I find also Ammonius 
Alexandrinus, de Quatuor Evangeliorum 
Consonantia, cap. 154, placeth that supper 
mentioned John xiii. 2, 4,* 12, 18, at which 
Jesus did wash his disciples' feet, and when 
he had done, sat down again and told them, 
that he who was eating bread with him 
should betray him. Then, cap. 155, he pro- 
ceedeth to the story of the paschal supper, 
in which he oonceiveth the sop was given 
to Judas, but in this particular he did much 
mistake ; for the sop was given at the same 
supper mentioned, John xiii, 2, 4, 12, 18, 
and not at the paschal supper (as Mr Prynne 
also acknowledgeth). This is clear, that 
Ammonius placeth the common supper at 
which Christ did wash his disciples' feet, 
and told them of the traitor, to have been 
before the paschal supper. I will first tell 
the reasons that incline me this way, and 
then answer the objections which may seem 
to be against it. Tne reasons are these : — 

1. The oriental custom was to wash be- 
fore meal, not after they had begun to eat. 

2. This supper (in which the sop was 
given to Judas, whereupon he went away) 
was " before the feast of the passover," John 
xiii. 1, irpo rfjs eopTtjf rod vaff^cr, meaning 
immediately before the feast of the pass- 
over, it being reckoned from the time of 
eating the paschal lamb ; and so " before 
the ^ast ot the passover," hath the same 
sense as Luke xi. 38, irpo tov apiarou, the 
Pharisee wondered that Christ had not 
washed "before dinner," that is, imme- 
diately before dinner. So here I under- 
stand, " before the feast of the passover," 
that is, immediately before the time of eat- 
ing the paschal lamb, which was the begin- 
ning of tne feast of the passover. You will 



1 Oerhardns, Harm. Evan., cap. 170. — Quidam 
statannt pedum lotionem ipsi etiam legaU ccenaB 
sive agai paschalis esui prsemittendam esse. 



say, perhaps, that Christ did not eat the 
passover upon the same day that the Jews 
did, and so those words, " before the feast 
of the passover," may be understood before 
the pa>ssover of the Jews, not before the 
passover of Christ. I answer, Whether 
Christ and the Jews kept the passover at 
one time is much debated among interpre- 
ters. Baronius, Toletus, and divers others, 
hold that Christ did eat the paschal lamb 
upon the same day with the Jews. Scali- 
ger, Causabon, and others, hold the con- 
trary. The question hath been peculiarly 
debated between Joh. Cloppenburgius and 
Ludovicus Capellus; yet so that Capellus 
(who follows Scaliger and Casaubon) ac- 
knowledgeth that both opinions have con- 
siderable reasons, and both are straitened 
with some inconvenience. *Eiriicpnnsy de 
Ultimo Christi Paschate, p. 6, 22. For my 
part, I shall not contend ; but admit the dis- 
tinction of Christ's passover and the Jews' 
passover. Yet, saith Maldonat upon John 
xiii. 1, I doubt not but John understands 
Christ's passover ; for all the evangelists, in 
the story of the last supper, when they speak 
of the passover, they mean Christ's passover, 
and it was the true passover according to 
the law. 

3. That which makes many to think that 
Christ did eat the passover before that other 
supper TO which he gave the sop to Judas, 
is a mistake of the Jewish custom, which, as 
they conceive, was to eat other meat after, 
but none before the paschal lamb. Now to 
me the contrary appeareth, namely, that 
whatsoever the Jews did eat before the pas- 
chal supper, in the night of the passover, 
was eaten before the paschal supper, and it 
was among them forbidden to eat anything 
after the paschal supper. Which may be 
proved not only by that TaJmudical canon 
(cited by Dr Buxtorff in Hist, Instit, Coence 
jDom,) which saith, " The passover is not 
eaten except after meal," but also more 
plainly by Liber liituum Paschalium,^ 
lately translated and published by Rittan- 

1 Non dimittnnt (caetnm comedentinm) post 
esum (agni) paschalis cam bellariis CHoc est non 
siaunt caetum comedentinm post esnm agni pas- 
chalis comedere secundarnm mensarum delitias). 
Ibid, vervM finem. Comedentinm caetus sic di- 
mittitnr, ut nihil amplins cibi ant bellariornm ant 
similes secundarnm mensarum delitias, qnaa ad com- 
messationes pertinent, illis comedere ant quicqnam 
bibere permissum sit : non enim in more habent 
post sacram hanc ccenam indnlgere commessation- 
ibns et potationibns, imo ne minimum qnidem gns- 
tant. 

2E 
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gelius ; and by another canon cited by Mar- 
dnius.^ 

But there are two arguments which may 
be brought to prove that Judas did eat the 
passover with Christ and the apostles. 1. 
Because that supper at which Judas got the 
sop was afiber the paschal supper ; for it is 
said, John xiii. 2, " Supper being ended ;" 
which must be meant of the pascmd supper. 
I answer, These words may very weU be 
understood, not of the paschal supper, but 
of that other supper at which the sop was 
given to Judas. And, as for btivvov ytvo- 
fiivovj some Greek copies have ytpofiivov 
and nonnus ytyvoftivoto ; so the sense were, 
as Augustine expounds, Supper being pre- 
pared and ready, and set on table. But be 
it yirofiivov or yeyofxepov, the matter is not 
great ; for there is no necessity of expound- 
ing ielwvov yevofiiyov thus, when supper 
was done^ or ended. It may suffer otner 
two senses. First that of Augustine, when 
it was supper time, or when supper was 
set on table. And this sense is followed by 
Albinus Flaocus Alcuinus, hb. de Divinis 
OfidiSf art. de Ccena Domini. Circa ves- 
peram, vero ccena fa/sta, id est parata, et 
ad convivantium mensam usque perducta, 
non transacta neque finita, surgxt Jesus a 
ccena et ponit vestimenta, &c. So likewise 
Mariana upon John xiii. 2, tells us that ooena 
facta may well be expounded ccena parata, 
or cmte ccenam, or cum ccence tempus adeS' 
setf which he cleareth by the like forms of 
speech in other scriptures. Secondly, Ae/ir- 
I ov yevofiivov may very well be translated, 
when supper was begun, or when they were 
at supper, as I have before shown by like 
instances in the New Testament, Matt, xxvi 
6, 20. Things permanent, as a house or the 
like, are said to be factoe when they are 
ended and complete ; but things which are 
successive are said to be factce when they 
are begun, as dies f actus, not when the day 
is ended, but when it is begun. So here, 
there can be no more proved from the words 
but that supper was begun, or they were at 
supper. Tms sense is given by Osiander, 
Erasmus, Tossanus, Harm. Evang. part. 3, 
cap. 1, beside the Centurists, Salmeron and 
Lud. de Dieu, before cited. 



1 M. Martinius, Lexic. Philol., p. 25, 29, Nam 
sane canon paschalis dlserte interdicebat, post po- 
culum laudatlonis, aliquid cibi aut potus sumere. 
Interdicitur comedere aliquid post poculum bymni. 
Hie fuit veras ritas celebrationis pascba tempori- 
bus Messise, &c. 
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The other argument may be this. Mat- 
thew, Mark, and Luke, after they have told 
of the making ready of the passover, add 
that Christ " sat down with the twelve." 

Ans. 1. It cannot be proved that this is 
meant of sitting down to eat the passover ; 
nay, it rather appeareth from the text, that 
it was to eat that other supper, at whic^ the 
sop was given to Judas. The same discourse 
and questioning concerning the traitor, which 
John sets down before Judaa's getting of the 
sop and Roing out, is recorded by Matthew 
and Mark to nave been in that first supper, 
unto which Christ sat down with the twelve 
when even was come ; therefore Christ's sit- 
ting down with the twelve. Matt. xxvi. 20, 
21 ; Mark xiv. 17, 18, being spoken of that 
supper at which Christ told his disciples 
that one of them should betray him, and 
every one asked " Is it I ?" (which, by Mr 
Frynne's confession, was not the paschal but 
the ordinary supper), it followeth that the 
sitting down with the twelve is not meant of 
the passover, but of an ordinary supper be- 
fore the passover. 

2. The same words of Christ's sitting down 
with the twelve are expounded (thou^ upon 
other considerations) as spoken in reierence 
not to the paschal, but the ordinary or com- 
mon supper, by Lorinus, in Psal. ci. 6, fol- 
lowing Maldonat; and by Gerhardus, Harm. 
Evang., cap. 170, p. 403.r Their reason is, 
because, according to the law, the passover 
was to be eaten standing, not sitting; but 
that is more than can be proved from the 
law, which doth not so much as speak of 
standing at the first passover. It is no ne- 
cessary consequence : they had their staves 
in their hands, therefore they were stand- 
ing. This by the way. 

3. Granting that Christ's sitting down 
with the twelve were spoken of the paschal 
supper, yet the paschal supper being after 
the other supper, at which Judas got the 
sop and went away (which I now suppose, 
for the reasons before mentioned, till I see 
better reasons to the contrary), it might 
be said, after Judas was gone, that Christ 
sat down with the twelve, as well as, 1 Cor. 
XV. 5, it is said of Christ risen from the 
dead, '' He was seen of Cephas, then of the 
twelve," though he was seen only of the 
eleven, and Judas was gone to his place, 
which answers all that can be said fi:om 
Luke xxii. 14, 16. 

If I have not said so much as to pat it 
out of all question that Judas did not eat 




of the passover with Christ and his apostles, 
yet I am sure I have cleared so much as 
this, that Mr Frjmie will not he ahle to 
prove convincingly, that Judas did eat of 
the passover that night with Christ. 

I will conclude with the pious observation 
of Mr Cartwright, that it was not a vain or 
idle question which the disciples propound- 
ed (being commanded to prepare the pa£s- 
over) : they ask, " Where wilt thou that we 
prepare ?" Luke xxii. 9 ; for Christ having 
commanded them, that into whatsoever city 
they entered, they should inquire who were 
godly there, and turn in to such, to lodge 
and to eat there^ they did thereby easHy 
understand, that if, in common and ordi- 
nary eating together, then, much more in 
this sacred feast, they must turn into the fa- 
milies of the godly, and avoid the profane, es- 
pecially considering that they wno were of 
that household, were to eat the passover with 
Christ and his disciples, according to the law. 
From this very example of the passover, he 
draws an argument for keeping off all un- 
godly and profane persons from the sacra- 
ment, so far as is possible. Thus Cart- 
wright, Harm, Evang,^ lib. 3, p. 162. The 
like observation Chrysostom hath upon Matt, 
xxvi. 18, " I will keep the passover at thy 
house with my disciples." He bids us mark 
those words, " with my disciples ;" not with 
profane or scandalous ones, but ''with my 
disciples." To the like purpose Titus Bos- 
trorum Episeopus in Luke xxii. hath this 
observation : Non manducat autem hocpas" 
cha cum JudceiSy aed tantum cum disci" 
pulis suia : Siquidem Judasi, propter obsti- 
natam incredulitatem, hocpctschate indigni 
erant : Yet he eateth not this passover with 
the Jews, but only with his own disciples : 
for as much as the Jews, because of their ob- 
stinate incredulity, were unworthy of this 
passover. 



CHAPTER X. 

THAT IF IT COULD BS PROVED THAT JUDAS 
RBCEIYBD THE LORD's SUPPER, IT MAK- 
ETH NOTHING AGAINST THE SUSPENSION 
OP KNOWN WICKED PERSONS FROM THE 
SACRAMENT, 

I have now done with the first part of 
this controversy concerning Judas, and have 
disproved that which Mr rrynne hath said 



either for Judaa's receiving of the sacra- 
ment of the Lord's supper, or for his eat- 
ing of the passover. In which particulars, 
though learned and godly divines who are 
against the admission of scandalous sinners 
to the sacrament, are not all of one opinion, 
yet all look upon it as a matter of debate, 
and I know nono that evCT cried down, with 
scorn and contempt, the opinion of Judas's 
not receiving of the sacrament, except Mr 
Prynne, whose grounds are offctimes weakest, 
where his assertions are strongest. 

I proceed to the second answer. Grant- 
ing that Judas did receive the sacrament, 
that can make nothing for the admission of 
scandalous sinners, whose profaneness and 
ungodly conversation is known, and maketh 
their name to stink in the church ; for Ju- 
das's wickedness was not public nor known 
before he had got the sop and gone out, and 
left the company of Christ and the apos- 
tles. And, moreover, he who argueth from 
Christ's receiving of Judas to the sa(»^ment, 
when, though his sin was yet secret, yet 
Christ knew him to be a devil, to prove that 
the eldership may and ought to admit one 
to the sacrament, whom tney know to be 
a Judas, a devil, may as well argue from 
Christ's choosing of Judas to be an apostle, 
when he knew nim to be a devil, to prove 
the lawfulness of the eldership's choosmg of 
a miniflter, whom they know to be a devil. 
But now for that point of the scandal or se- 
crecy of Judas's sin, let us hear Mr Prynne's 
Reply ^ p. 26, 27. He gives it four feet to 
run upon. But the truth is, it hath but 
two (the same things being twice told) ; 
and tnose how foundered you shall see by 
and by. 

First, he saith, that at the time when 
Christ instituted the sacrament, he foretold 
the disciples that Judas should betray him, 
John xiu. 18—28 ; Matt. xxvi. 20—26 ; 
Mark xiv. 18—22; Luke xxii. 21—23. 
More plainly, p. 27, he saith, " Christ did 
admit Judas to eat the passover and sacra- 
ment with his other disciples, and they made 
not any scruple of conscience to communi- 
cate with him in both, no not after Christ 
had particularly informed them, and Judas 
himself, that he should betray him. Matt, 
xxvi. 21—36. 

Arts, 1. It was but just now that Mr 
Prynne told us (to manifest that Judas was 
at the sacrament) that Luke placeth Christ's 
words concerning Judas after the sacrament, 
not before it. And more expressly he told 
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US out of John, that Christ's discourse about 
Judas, and his informing of the disciples that 
one of them should betray him, and his giv- 
ing the sop to Judas, was afler the sacra- 
ment, because it was after supper ended, the 
sacrament being instituted and distributed 
before supper ended, Vindic, p. 18, 19, 26. 
The same thing which before he made to be 
after the sacrament, to prove that Judas did 
receive the sacrament, the very same he now 
makes to be before the sacrament, that he 
may prove Judas a scandalous sinner and a 
known traitor, even before his receiving of 
the sacrament. And shall he thus abuse 
not only his reader, but the word of God 
itself, with palpable and gross contradic- 
tions ? I shall beseech him, in the fear of 
God, to look to it, and never more to take 
this Hberty to put contrary senses upon the 
holy Scripture, so as may seem to serve most 
for his present advantage. Surely such lu- 
cubrations are not only subitane but sinful. 
2. His answer, which now he gives us, 
doth clearly yield these two things : 1. That 
the discourse about the traitor, and the giv- 
ing of the sop, John xiii. 8 — 28, was before 
the sacrament. Now Judas having gone 
out immediately after the sop, hereby Mr 
Prynne strengtheneth my argument, which 
I brought to prove that Judas did not re- 
ceive the sacrament, which argument, in 
this very particular, he formerly <^osed. 
2. He hath here also yielded that these 
words, Luke xxii. 21 — 23, "But, behold, 
the hand of him that betrayeth me is with 
me on the table," &c., though mentioned 
after the sacrament (which is the most col- 
ourable argument for Judas's receiving of 
the sacrament), yet were spoken before the 
sacrament ; and that the order of time is 
not to be gathered from Luke, but from 
Matthew and Mark, who record that dis- 
course about Judas before the sacrament. 
And in yielding this, he takes off his own 
strongest argument, and confirms what I 
have before taken pains to prove. 

3. Those divines that hold Judas did re- 
ceive the sacrament, do conceive that those 
words, " But, behold, the hand of him that 
betrayeth me," &c., were indeed spoken af- 
ter tne sacrament, and that Luke placeth 
them in their proper place ; and so, holding 
that the discourse about the traitor was after 
the sacrament, they do thereby intimate 
that Judas was not known to be the traitor 
till after the sacrament. Wherefore, either 
a man must quit the most considerable ar- 



gument for Judas's receiving of the sacra- 
ment, or else acknowledge that Judas was 
not known by the disciples to be the traitor 
till after the sacrament. 

4. WTien, after the giving of the sop, 
Christ said to Judas, " That thou doest, do 
quickly," no man at the table knew for 
what intent he spake this unto him," John 
xiii. 28. But if Christ had particularly in- 
formed them that Judas was the traitor, 
how is it that they could have been so alto- 
gether ignorant of Christ's intent, as to 
think that he was still trusting Judas with 
the buying of what they had need of against 
the feast, or with giving to the poor ? Hence 
Lud. Capellus Spicileg. in John xiii. collect- 
eth, that when John asked of Christ who it 
was, and when Christ said, " He it is unto 
whom I shall give the sop," this was but a 
secret conference, and the rest of the disci- 

Eles did not hear it, else they could not 
ave been so ignorant of it. 
5. The places cited by Mr Prynne do not 
prove that Christ did particularly tell and 
inform his disciples that Judas (but that one 
of them) should betray him. Christ made 
it known to John alone, by the sign of giv- 
ing the sop, John xiii. 26. Yea, Theophy- 
lact upon John xiii. thinks that, as the other 
apostles heard not what Christ said to John 
concerning the traitor, so John himself even, 
at that instant, could hardly imagine that 
Judas would commit so great wickedness. 
Nullus ergo cognovit, he saith, " No man 
did know it," which he gathers from the 
words of John himself, ver. 28, 29. Bu- 
cerus in Matt. xxvi. 23 holdeth the same. 
I know some think it was made known to 
all the disciples by that, Matt. xxvi. 26, 
" Then Judas, which betrayed him, an- 
swered and said. Master, is it I ?" He said 
unto him, " Thou hast said." But others 
answer that it is not certain that Christ said 
this to Judas in the hearing of all the disci- 
ples ; also that these words, " Thou hast 
said," are not a clear affirmation of the 
thing. Lud. Capellus Spicileg. in Matt, 
xxvi. admitteth these words, **Thou hast 
said," to be affirmative of that which had 
been said. But he moves this doubt ; when 
Judas had said, " Is it I ?" he did not af- 
firm the thing, but doubted of it. How 
then did Christ return such an answer as 
agreeth to that which Judas had said, as if 
it had been a positive truth ? He gives this 
solution, that Christ, as searcher of the heart, 
did speak it to Judas, who was, in his con- 



DIVINE ORDINANCE OF CHURCH GOVERNMENT VINDICATED. 



221 



science, convinced that he was the man, and 
so assenteth to the truth of that testimony 
of his conscience. Now this could not be 
certainly known to the other apostles. For 
my part I shall not need to contend much 
about that ; for granting it to be a clear in- 
formation to all the disciples that Judas was 
the traitor, yet (by their principles who hold 
Judas did receive the sacrament) this was 
after, not before, the sacrament; for they 
make the anticipation to be in Matthew and 
Mark, and the true order to be in Luke. 

6. Beside that of the French Catechism^ 
which saith the impiety of Judas was con- 
cealed and not broken forth into the light 
and knowledge of men when the sacrament 
was given, take these other testimonies: Mar- 
tyr in 1 Cor. v., Et quod attinet ad Jm- 
dam, peccatum ejus non erat cognitum 
atque perspectum, nee ullo judicio convic- 
turn; GrerhATdus, Harm, Evang., csLp. 171, 
p. 453, JudcB scelus nondum erat in lucem 
productum, sed animo suo illud adhuc 
clausum'tenehat. The same he hath in his 
Common Places^ tom. 5, p. 181, where he 
showeth that Judas's receiving of the sacra- 
ment maketh nothing for the admission of 
scandalous persons, because, although Judas 
had gone to the chief priests and agreed 
vnth them, this was known to none of the 
disciples at that time, but to Christ himself 
only. Nay, the testimony cited by Mr 
Prynne himself out of Algerus de Sacram,, 
maketh strongly against him in this particu- 
lar : Quia enim, saith Algerus, Judas accu^ 
satus et damnatus non fuerat, ideo Chris- 
tus consdentiam ejus perversam, quamvis 
sibi notam damnare noluit: For because 
Judas was not accused and condemned, there- 
fore Christ would not condemn (openly) his 
perverse conscience, though known to him- 
self. Innocentius III. in the place above ci- 
ted, de My St, Missce^ lib, 4, cap. 13, after 
he hath asserted that Judas did not receive 
the Lord's supper, he addeth, that if it should 
be granted that Judas did receive it, this only 
will follow at most, that ministers are to ad- 
mit to the sacrament such as are not known 
to the church to be impious or wicked, as 
Judas's wickedness was not, at that time, 
known to the disciples. Likewise, both Chry- 
sostom and Theophylact upon John xiii. are 
clear in this, that Judas's hypocrisy was not 
detected to the apostles till Christ did sepa- 
rate him, and he went forth. Moreover, I 
shall mind Mr Prynne how he himself doth 
apply this example of Judas in his Inde- 



pendency Examined: p. 8, 9, he argueth 
thus : " Whether Independents' refusal to 
admit such Christians who are not notori- 
ously scandalous in their lives, nor grossly 
ignorant in the principles of religion, to the 
sacrament of the Lord's supper, &c., only 
upon this suspicion or apprehension, that 
they are but carnal men, not truly regene- 
rated or sanctified by God's Spirit (though 
they cannot certainly judge of their present 
spiritual conditions, infallibly known to God 
alone), be not a very uncharitable, arrogant, 
yea, unchristian practice, contrary to our 
Saviour's own immediate example, who, at 
the first institution of this sacrament, admit- 
ted Judas to his last supper^ as well as his 
disciples, though he certainly knew him to be 
both a traitor and a devil." In which ar- 
gumentation he himself supposeth that Ju- 
das was not notoriously scandalous, nor known 
to the disciples (but to God and Christ alone) 
to be a traitor and devil ; for otherwise he 
could not, in any reason, argUe thus against 
the Independents ; because if this supposition 
be not laid down that Judas was an unrege- 
nerate, yet not a scandalous person, then the 
Independents had this obvious answer, that 
if his argument prove anything, it doth con- 
clude the admission not only of unregene- 
rated and unsanctified, but of scandalous per- 
sons, to the sacrament ; whereas he brings it 
to prove against them, that persons not scan- 
dalous, though unregenerate, ought not to be 
refused the sacrament. And now he brings 
the same thing against us, to prove that scan- 
dalous persons ought to be admitted, if not 
excommunicated, and desirous to receive the 
sacrament. He tells us, by the way, of " Ju- 
das's thievish, covetous, as well as traitorous, 
disposition, John xii. 6, both which did make 
him scandalous." But he might have ob- 
served, that the Holy Ghost showeth plainly 
that, in that act, Judas was not a scandalous 
sinner in the esteem of the other disciples ; 
for his thievish covetous disposition was not 
known to the disciples, yea, the pretext of 
his care for the poor was so plausible to them 
(though abominable to Christ who knew his 
heart), that it is said, not only of Judas, but 
of the disciples (by his instigation), they had 
indignation at the wasting of that which 
might have been sold for much and given to 
the poor, Matt. xxvi. 8. 

Let us now hear Mr Prynne's other an- 
swer, Vindic, p. 26, 27. He tells us, that 
though, perchance, the other disciples did 
not know that Judas was a traitor and a de- 
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vil, yet Christ himself did infallibly know all 
this of Judas, and did, notwithstanding, ad- 
mit him to the sacrament. Whereupon he 
beseecheth all ministers not to make them- 
selves wiser, holier, rigider, in this point 
than Christ himself. 

Ans, 1. If ministers did take upon them 
to suspend men from the sacrament upon 
their own private knowledge of some secret 
sins, whereof those men are guilty, his ar- 
gument might say somewhat. But the ques- 
tion being of suspension by the eldership, 
upon the notoriety or proof of the offence, 
and consistorial formal conviction of the of- 
fender, he saith here nothing to that point. 

2. What a minister shomd do when he 
certainly knows one of the congregation (not 
convict nor notoriously scandalous) to be a 
Judas, a traitor, a devil, I will not now dis- 
pute. But surely Mr Prynne's reason why 
the minister ought to admit such an one is 
not rightly applied, for Christ did then know 
Judas to be a traitor and a devil ; but how ? 
not as man, by sight, information, or the like, 
but as God and as omniscient ; that is, he 
knew Judas by that same knowledge whereby 
he knows close hypocrites, in whom no eye 
of man hath seen any thing scandalous, but 
rather good and promising signs. Some of 
this kind, no doubt, are s^mitted to the sa- 
crament both among Presbyterians and Inde- 
pendents, whom Christ knows to be Judases^ 
because he knows what is in man.^ But now 
for a minister to know (not the heart and 
the reins as Christ doth, but) ra irpay/jara 
or ra piifiara, some foul act which a man 
hath done, and some wicked profession which 
a man made, though in private, and not yet 
known to the worm, this is a very different 
case from the other ; and if Christ had ad- 
mitted Judas to the sacrament, knowing him 
by his divine knowledge to be a traitor, this 
cannot prove that a mmister ought to admit 
a traitor, whom, by his human knowledge, he 
knows to be such. 

3. And if that which Christ did in this 
particular ought to be a precedent to min- 
isters what to do in li£e cases, then, as 
Christ had a most sad and moving discourse 
about the traitor, till Judas himself was 
made to understand that Christ knew his 



1 Bnrantas de Ritibus, lib. 2, cap. 38, num. 16. — 
Ipai tamen (Judae) corpus et BanguiQem Bnniii dedit, 
ne occultmn peccatorem sine accasatore et evidenti 
probatione, ab aliornm commnnione scpararet. Et 
infra, num. 17, Nam etsi Chris to nota erat Judae 
iniquitas, sicut Deo : non tamen ei cognita erat eo 
modo, quo hominibns innotescit. 



traitorous purpose, and then he said to him, 
^'That thou doest, do quickly," which di- 
vers do rightly conceive to be as much as if 
Christ had said to him. Get you gone, I 
have no more to do with you,^ he spake it, 
ut a consortia sua reeederety that he might 
be gone out of his company, as Ambrose 
takes it), and thus did by the sword of his 
mouth chase away, and as it were excom- 
municate Judas before the sacrament, — so 
should a minister (if he see one in the con- 

f rogation whom he certainly knows to be a 
udas, and to be living in some abominable 
wickedness, even whue he comes with a 
professed desire to receive the sacrament) 
tell the congregation, tliat he knows and 
sees one amongst them whom he certainly 
knows to be guilty of such a particular se- 
cret horrible sin, and (if it be possible) make 
the sinner himself to know by such or sudi 
a sign, that he is the man whom he speaks of, 
and not to leave off powerful checKs, sharp 
rebukes, terrible comminations, till, by the 
blessing of Grod and the power of the word, 
he gets such an one terrified and chased away. 
4. It shall not be in vain to observe 
here, that Gamachseus, in tertuxm partem 
ThomcBy quest. 54, cap, 6, though he hold 
that Christ gave the sacrament to Judas 
(whence he argueth that the sacraments do 
infallibly work ex opero operatOy where no 
bar is put, though there be no faith nor de- 
votion exercised in the receiver), yet he doth 
immediately move this objection :^It is un- 
lawful to give the saoramentB to the un- 
worthy, and to such as live in mortal sin. 
Whereunto he answereth, that it is indeed 



1 Gerhardus, Harm. Eyang., cap. 172. — Christus 
his yerbis Judam quasi excommnnieat, et ex apos* 
tolorum eollegio disoedere jubet, cum se totnm Bia- 
bolo tradidisset. Quod facia fac citius, id eat, cum iJii 
magiatro te addixeria, et me audlre pertinaciter re- 
nuas, abi ex meo et apostolomm meoram conspectu, 
&c. Ambrosius, lib. 2, de Cain et Abel, cap. 4, Quod 
facia fac celerius, quid illud ? ut quia introierat in 
ilium Satanas, ipae abiret a Chriato. Ejicitur itaque 
et exclnditnr, eo quod jam cum Domino Jean esse 
non posset, qui oasperat esse cum Diaboio. Estiua, 
in lib. 4, Sent. diat. 19, sect. 9. Quin et ipse Christus 
banc potestutem qua traduntur homines Sathanae, 
exercuiaae yidetur, quando Judam a auo conaortio 
remoyit, atque abire jussit dicendo, Quod fiuus fae 
cltius. Cbrysostom, bom. 71 in John (according to 
to the Greek, hom. 72), making a transition unto 
that text, " That thou doest, do quickly," he nsetb 
these words to express what Christ was' at that in- 
stant doing to Judas, »«) k^m^tnt, and again, mmI 
i^tff«Xty kvrnt Christ did separate him from the rest 
of the apostlea, and cast him out. Theophylact upon 
the same place : 111 am diyiait Domlnua et separayit 
ab aliis diadpnlis. 
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unlawiul to ministers to give the sacrainent 
to the unworthy when they can refiise them 
without scandal (a restriction which I sup- 
pose Mr Prynne dare not own ; for if the 
lawfuhiess or unlawfulness of the thing must 
be determined by the scandal, they go upon 
a very slippery ground). ^ He adde%, that 
it is unlawful to us to follow God's example 
in giving holy things to the unworthy, as it 
is unlawful to ^^Uow his example in the per- 
mitting of sin when we can hinder it. The 
like I find in Alex. Alensis, Summa Theol, 
part. 4, quest. 12, mem. 2, art. 1, sect. 4, 
where he moves this objection in the ques- 
tion, whether Christ gave the sacrament to 
Judas, Christ himself hath commanded, 
" Give not that which is holy unto the 
dogs," &c., and it seems he would not do 
the contrarv of that which himself com- 
mandeth. Unto this objection his answer is, 
that this prohibition lieth indeed upon the 
ministers, di^ensers of the sacraments, but 
bindeth not Christ himself the law-maker. 
As long therefore as we are able to prove 
firom Scripture, that scandalous persons 
ought to be kept back frcmi the sacrament, 
and that it is unlawful for church officers to 
admit such, the Erastians do but weakly 
help themselves by arguing from Christ's 
giving the sacrament to Judas, which I have 
said by way of concession ; for my opinion 
is, that Christ did upon the matter excom- 
municate Judas, and that his practice in this 
very particular is a pattern to us, which I 
hope I have made evident. 

Fmally, It is observed by John Baptista 
de Kubeis in his Novum Rationale l)ivi'' 
novum OMciorumf lib. 1, cap. 24, that this 
case of Judas doth not concern public and 
known scandalous persons, but secret and 
lurking wicked persons, when they publicly 
desire to receive the sacrament ; who yet, 
saith he, ought to be admonished and de- 
horted by the minister that they come not 
to the sacramont ; and if such an one make 
his desire to receive the sacrament secretly 
known to the minister, the minister ought 
to refuse him, though his sin be yet secret 



1 RespondemuB id nobis reyera esse illicitum, et 
peccare ministros qni dant sacramenta indig^is, 
qvando sine soandalo denegare possunt, attamen 
Denm his legibas non teneri, cam sit sapremus Do* 
minus, qui suis donis utitur, prout yoluerit, quern- 
admodum etiam Dens non peccat permitteudo ho- 
minum peccata, imo et ad pecoati substantiam con- 
currendo ; nobis yero, nee concnrrere licet nee per- 
mittere aliquod peccatum, quando sufficienter et 
moraliter id impedire possnmus. 



and not publicly known ; " but if the sin be 
open or manifest, then whether the sinner 
do secretly or openly desire to receive the 
sacrament, the minister ought to refuse 
him.»i 



CHAPTER XI. 

WHXTHER IT BE A FTJLL DISCHARGE OP DUTY 
TO ADMONISH A SCANDAL0I7S PERSON OP 
THE DANGER OP UNWORTHY COMMUNICA- 
TING ? AND WHETHER A MINISTER IN GIV- 
ING HIM THE SACRAMENT APTER SUCH AD- 
MONITION BE NO WAY GUILTY ? 

Mr Prynne, p. 28, stateth the seventh 
point in difference thus, " Whether the 
minister hath not fully discharged his duty 
and conscience, if he give warning to un- 
worthy communicants of the danger they 
incur by their unworthy approaches to the 
Lord's table, and seriously dehort them from 
coming to it, unless they repent, reform, 
and come preparedly ?" But here he much 
mistakes his mark, or hitteth it not, as mav 
appear thus : First, What if we should af- 
firm it as he doth ? What hath he gained 
thereby? That the minister hath not the 
power of keeping back scandalous persons ; 
which cannot add one dram weight to his 
cause. The power is seated in the eldership, 
of which the minister is a principal member: 
even as Aristotle, Polit. hb. 3, cap. 11, tells 
us that 6 fiov\tvrt)s is not the &px^v but fj 
povXri : it is not the senator but the senate 
that' ddth rule. But if Mr Prynne meant 
to conclude against the suspension of scan- 
dalous persons not excommunicated (the 
thing which all along he opposeth), he 
ought to have stated the point thus, ** Whe- 
ther the eldership hath not fiilly discharged 
their duty," &c. ; for every branch of this 
controversy concerning suspension (which is 
an act of jurisdiction and censure) must be 
fixed upon the eldership, not upon the min- 
ister. There is a huge difference between 
the minister's personal duty and the censure 
of suspension ; insomuch that if the affirma- 
tive of this present question (as he stateth 
it) were yielded to him, it derogateth noth- 
ing from the power of the eldership to sus- 



^ 1 Si yero peccatum est manifestum, tune rero 
siye in occulto siye in manifesto petat, debet ei de- 
negare. 
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pend from the sacrament a person not ex- 
communicate. Secondly, In the debating of 
this point he sometimes argueth against the 
refusing or witholding of the sacrament " by 
any minister or presbytery," as p. 29 — 31, 
sometimes he argueth that "no minister's 
private judgment or conscience ought to be 
the rule of his admitting any to, or suspend- 
ing them from, the sacrament," as p. 32, 
which is a confounding together of two most 
different points. Thirdly, And if the ques- 
tion should be stated of the minister's duty, 
that which Mr Prynne affirmeth, viz., that 
^' the minister hath fully discharged his duty 
and conscience, if he give warning to un- 
worthy communicants of the danger tliey 
incur by their unworthy approaches to the 
Lord's table, and seriously dehort them from 
coming to it, unless they repent, reform, and 
come preparedly," is erroneous and false; 
for there are other necessary duties incum- 
bent to the minister in this business : as, 1. 
He must be earnest in his prayers to God 
for the conversion and reformation of such 
unworthy persons, else that Grod would give 
his Spirit and assistance to the eldership, 
and others to whom the case shall be 
brought, that they may faithfully do their 
duty in restraining such persons ; or (if not 
so) that God would by his own providence 
keep back such persons, or hedge up their 
way with thorns, and make a wall that they 
shall not find their paths to come and pro- 
fane the Lord's table. 2. The minister 
must deal seriously with the eldership, by 
informations, exhortations and admonitions, 
to move them to do their duty. 3. The 
minister must give his own vote and sen- 
tence in the eldership against the admission 
of such persons. 4. If (which God forbid) 
the eldership be not willing to do their 
duty, but sinfully neglect it, the minister 
ought to address himself with his complaints 
to the superior ecclesiastical assemblies (as 
they lie in their order) that they may inter- 
pose by their authority, to rectify the mal- 
administration of the congregational elder- 
ship. 5. And if it should rail out that a 
scandalous unworthv person should find so 
much favour in the nigher assemblies also as 
that they shall judge him fit to be admitted 
to the sacrament ; yet if the minister know 
him certainly to be a scandalous abominable 
person, and be also clear in his conscience, 
that the matter of scandal is sufficiently 
proved, he must not do an unlawful act in 
obedience to men, but walk by that aposto- 



lical rule, 1 Tim. v. 22, '' Be not partaker 
of other men's sins; keep thyself pure." In 
doing whereof he doth not make his con- 
science the rule of inflicting any censure, and 
particularly of suspending from the sacra- 
ment (which must be done viro rwy irXetd- 
ywy, hy many), but yet his conscience, so far 
as it is informed and illuminate by the word 
of God, is a rule to him of his own personal 
acting or not acting, notwithstanding of 
which the offender stands rectus in curiae 
and is not excluded by the sentence of any 
ecclesiastical court. I confess a minister 
ought to be very clear in his consdenoe, 
and be persuaded (not upon suspicions, sur- 
mises, or such like slight motives, but) upon 
very certain grounds, that the sentence of 
an eldership, classis, or synod, is contrary 
to the word of Grod, before he refuse to do 
the thing. 

But what may be the reason why Mr 
Prynne is so large upon this point, from p. 
28— -35 ? I take not upon me to judge de 
intentione operantis ; but the intentio ope^ 
ris is to yield somewhat in lieu of suspension 
from the sacrament, which yet shall be no 
church censure nor act of jurisdiction, and 
so to make the discipline of suspension (yea, 
and excommunication too) to be of no neces- 
sary use in the church. For if it be suffi- 
cient, and a full discharge of duty, to ad- 
monish unworthy scandalous persons not to 
come to the Lord's table unless tliey repent 
and reform, this cuts off the necessity of 
censure, whether suspension or excommuni- 
cation. As for that admonition or warning 
to be given, it is no church censure nor act 
of jurisdiction, especially when given by the 
minister alone ; for no ecclesiastical jurisdic- 
tion can be exercised, or censure inflicted by 
any one man, how eminent soever in the 
church. Yea, when it is a consistorial or 
presbyterial admonition, it is not properly a 
censure, but a degree to censure. 1. Be- 
cause admonition doth not exclude a person 
from any church privilege, nor from commu- 
nion in any ordinance. And hew can one 
be said to be under church censure who en- 
joyeth all church privileges ? 2. If consis- 
torial admonition be a binding, where is the 
loosing of that bond ? Every censure con- 
sistorially inflicted, must be also consistorially 
taken off, upon repentance appearing in the 
party. These things I do but touch, that I 
might make it appear how Mr Prynne's 
doctrine tendeth to strip elderships out of 
all jurisdiction or power of censures. Now 
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come we to the particulars, wherein I do not 
find any great matter to insist long upon. 

He first premiseth six conclusions. Sup- 
posed conclusions he may make them, but 
proved conclusions they are not. The first 
of them is indeed ushered in syllogistical- 
ly, but very weakly, as shall appear. The 
strength of his discourse he contracteth into 
this argument : " Those who have a true 
right to the sacrament, as visible members 
oithe visible church, ought not, in justice or 
conscience, to be deprived of it, in case they 
demand it, by any minister or presbytery. 
But all unexcommunicate Christians, who are 
able to examine themselves, as visible mem- 
bers of the visible church, have a true right 
to the sacrament, in case they do demand it, 
when publicly administered. Therefore they 
ought not, in justice or conscience, be de- 
prived of it by any minister or presbytery, 
when publicly administered, if they shall 
require it." 

Ans. First, This is fallacia plurium in- 
terrogationum ; for these words, " As visi- 
ble members of the visible church," both in 
the major and minor, clog and confound the 
argument, and patch up two distinct propo- 
sitions into one. 

Secondly, His major cannot be admitted 
without a distinction. There is jus ad rem, 
and jtis in re. There is a remote right, or 
a right in actu primo ; that is, such a right, 
relation, or habitude, as entitleth a person 
to such a privilege or benefit, to be enjoyed 
and possessed by him when he shall be ca- 
pable and fit to enjoy it. Such is the right 
of a minor to his inheritance. Such was the 
right of lepers of old to their tents, houses, 
and goods, when themselves were put out of 
the camp, and might not (during their le- 
prosy) actually enjoy their own habitations. 
Such is the right which a man hath in Eng- 
land to his sequestrated estate, lands, and* 
houses; he doth not lose, but retain his 
right, title, charters and deeds (as valid in 
law, and not made void or null), and may be 
again admitted to the actual possession, upon 
satisfaction given to the state ; and a huge 
difference there is between sequestration and 
forfeiture, or outlawry. There is again a 
proximo right, or a right in actu secundo, 
which rendereth a person actually and pre- 
sently capable of that thing which he is en- 
titled unto. If Mr Prynne's major be un- 
derstood of the first kind of right, I deny it; 
if of the second kind of right, I admit it, and 
it doth not help his opinion, nor hurt mine. 



. Thirdly, Yea himself must needs admit 
an exception from his major proposition, for 
by his own principles, those that have a true 
right to the sacrament, as visible members 
of the visible church, may be excommuni- 
cated, and so deprived, not -only of the sacra- 
ment, but of all other public ordinances. 
When he tells us here, that " nothing but 
an actual excommunication can suspend them 
from this their right," he doth but beg that 
which is in question. And if his argument 
conclude against a lesser suspension from their 
right, why not also against the greater ? 

Fourthly, He hath not proved his minor, 
especially being understood of the second 
kind of right, which renders men actually 
and presently capable of the thing. He 
saith that the sacraments were bequeathed 
by Christ, " to his visible church on earth, 
and all visible members of it," which he 
hath not proved, and I deny it, except it 
have this limitation : All visible members 
of the visible church, which are (visibly, or 
in external profession and conversation) qua- 
lified according to the rule of Christ, and 
against whose admission to the sacrament 
there is no just exception. 

Fifthly, When he concludeth that no un- 
excommunicated Christians, who are able 
to examine themselves (that is, as himself 
hath explained, who are not naturally dis- 
abled, as children and fools, though he shall 
find it a very hard task to prove that all 
other unexcommunicate Christians besides 
these are able to examine themselves), ought, 
in justice or conscience, to be deprived of 
the sacrament by any minister or presbytery, 
he doth upon the matter conclude, that the 
ordinances of parliament, Oct. 20, 1645, 
and March 14, 1646, authorising presbyte- 
ries to suspend from the sacrament scandal- 
ous persons unexcommunicated, are contrary 
to all justice and conscience. Nota bene. 

Sixthly, As touching that limitation yield- 
ed by himself, that they must be such as are 
able to examine themselves, I ask, 1. Are 
persons grossly ignorant able to examine 
themselves ? 2. Are drunken persons able 
to examine themselves? 3. Are men of 
corrupt minds, and erroneous, yea, profane 
principles, who call evil good, and pervert 
Scripture to the defending of some gross 
sins, are these able to examine themselves ? 
4. Are those who are known that they had 
never any work of the law upon their con- 
sciences to convince or humble them (" for 
by the law is the knowledge of sin"), able 

2F 
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to examine tfaemselTes ? If the answers be 
affirmative, then surelj this self-examina- 
tion is not rightly apprehended what it is. 
If the answers be negative, then those who, 
in their addresses to the Lord's table, are 
found ignorant, or drunk, or defenders of 
sin, or presumptuous and unconvinced, and 
do manifestly appear such, though they be 
not excommunicated, and being professed 
Christians and desiring the sacrament, yet 
ought not to be admitted. 

I proceed to his second conclusion, the 
strength whereof (so far as I am able to 
gather &om his discourse) may be drawn 
together into this argument : Such as in all 
ages, yea, by the very apostles themselves, 
have been deemed fit to receive, and could 
not be denied, the sacrament of baptism, 
ought to be (being baptized and unexcom- 
municated, and wDling to communicate) ad- 
mitted to the sacrament of the Lord's sup- 
per. But in all churches, from Christ's 
time till this present, all external professors 
of Christ, even carnal persons, '* only upon 
a bare external profession of faith and re- 
pentance," were deemed fit to receive, and 
were never denied, the sacrament of bap- 
tism (yea, saith he, *^ we read in the very 
apostles' times, that a mere external slight 
confession of sin, and profession of the Ghns- 
tian faith, was sufficient to enable sinners to 
be baptized") ; therefore, all external pro- 
fessors of Christ, &c., ought to be admitted 
to the sacrament of the Lord's supper. 

Ans. 1. I retort the argument tnus : Such 
as have been deemed by tne apostles, and by 
all well-constituted churches, unworthy to be 
admitted to baptism, ought also to be deemed 
unworthy, though baptized, to be admitted 
to the Lord's supper. But all known wick- 
ed and profane livers, how able and willing 
soever to make confession of the true Chris- 
tian faith, have been, by the apostles and all 
well-constituted churches, deemed unworthy 
to be admitted to baptism ; therefore, ail 
known wicked, &c. More of this afterward, 
chap. xiii. and xv. 

Secondly, I answer directly, I distinguish 
the major f I deny the minor, I distinguish 
the major : Those who have been admitted 
^0 baptism ought to be admitted to the 
Lord's supper, cceteris paribus^ if the pro- 
portion hold in the particulars, and if thej, 
be as free of scandalous sins now, when they 
desire to receive the Lord's supper, as they 
were when they desired to receive baptism, 
he needed not to make so great a matter of 



our suspending from the sacrament a person 
formerly deemed fit to receive baptism. For 
why? The person is a scandalous person 
now, which he was not then. My limitation 
of coRteris paribus he himself must admit, 
otherwise now will he defend his own prin- 
ciple, that the flagitious, abominable and ob- 
stinate sinners, wno cannot be reduced by 
admonitions, may and ought to be excom- 
municated, and so to be cut off from the 
Lord's supper and all other public ordin- 
ances, although formerly deemed fit to re- 
ceive baptism ? The minor I utterly deny 
as most false, and as a reproach cast upon 
the apostles themselves. Mr Frynne's rule 
is so large, that Turks or pagans, who prac- 
tically hve in idolatry, common swearing, 
adultery, drunkenness, murdering, stealing, 
or the like, and are known to live in those 
abominable scandalous sins, ought, neverthe- 
less, " upon a mere external slight confes- 
sion of sm, and profession of the Christian 
faith," be baptized. When I expected his 
proof firom the apostles' times, he only tells 
us, that Philip oaptized " Simon Magus, 
though he were in the gall of bitterness and 
bond of iniquity," Acts viii. " Yea (saith 
he), many others who turned wolves, apos- 
tates, heretics, were baptized by the very 
apostles," Acts xx. ; 2 Tim. 3. If he had 
proved that Simon Magus was known to 
be in the gall of bitterness and bond of ini- 
quity when Philip did baptize him, or that 
tne apostles did baptize any (upon a slight 
external profession) who were then known 
to be wolves, Apostates, and heretics, he had 
said more for his cause than all his book 
saith beside. But to tell us that some per- 
sons baptized (he might as well have said 
that some persons who received the Lord's 
supper), did appear to be afterward in the 
gaJl of bitterness, wolves, apostates, heretics, 
IS as much as to travail and to bring forth 
nothing. For how shall ever this reach the 
admission of known profane persons to the 
Lord's supper ? That which he had to prove 
was the admission (not of hypocrites, but) of 
known scandalous profane persons to baptism. 
His third conclusion, '* That it is the min- 
isters' bounden duty to administer the sa- 
craments to their people, as well as to preach 
and pray ;" no man will deny it, so that the 
ministers do it debito modo, and according 
to the rule of Christ. They are " stewards (» 
the mysteries of Grod ; moreover it is required 
in stewards that a man be found faiuifiil," 
1 Cor. iv. 1, 2. It is the bounden duty of 
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stewards to give the children's bread to chil- 
dren, and not to dogs and swine. It is not 
the duty of ministers to preach peace to the 
wicked, and much less to seal it to them 
who are known to be such. 

The fourth conclusion, That the word and 
sacraments are set accidentally for the fall 
and ruin, as well as for the salvation of men, 
maketh nothing to the purpose in hand; 
whatever the secret intention of God be, 
and his unsearchable judgment upon the soul 
of this or that man, it is no rule of duty to 
the minister or eldership. " To the law and 
to the testimony." " Secret things belong 
to God." 

The fifth, " That God only infallibly 
knows the hearts and present state of all 
men," is no whit nearer the point. The 
eldership judgeth of words and works , pro^ 
fessions and practices, " By their fruits ye 
shall know them." 

The sixth, " That no minister's private 
judgment or conscience ought to be the rule 
of his admitting any to, or suspending them 
from, the sacrament," is also wide from the 
controversy in hand, which is concerning 
the elder^ip's (not the minister's) power. 
Of the minister's personal duty I have spo- 
ken before. 

These six conclusions premised, Mr Prynne 
proceeds to prove, " that a minister, in de- 
livering the sacrament to a scandalous im- 
excommunicated person, who after admoni- 
tion of the danger, doth earnestly desire to 
receive it, &c., becomes no way guilty of his 
sin or punishment, in case he eat or drink 
judgment by his unworthy receiving of it." 
His first reason. Because this receiver "hath 
a true right to this sacrament, as a visible 
member of the visible church," is the same 
thing which I have already answered. His 
second reason. Because he (the minister) 
hath no commission from Christ to keep 
back such a person," doth not conclude that 
the minister " becomes no way guilty," &c. 
He had to prove that a minister hath no 
commission touching this business, but only 
to admonish the person of the danger. I 
hold there are other five duties incumbent 
to tlie minister. Of which before. If 
any of these duties be neglected, the min- 
ister is guilty : whether such a person ought 
to be kept back is the point in controversy, 
and therefore he ought not have taken the 
negative, pro confesso. 

His third reason, p. 33, is the same which 
was used by Erastus, as one of his arguments 



against excommunication : That the Apostle 
saith, ** Let a man examine himself, and so 
let him eat of that bread and drink of that 
cup," 1 Cor. xi. 28.1 Therefore a man's fit- 
ness or unfitness for the sacrament is not to 
be judged by others, but by himself only ; 
and if he judge himself fit, the eldership 
hath no power to exclude him. The same 
scripture is here pressed against us by Mr 
Prynne, to prove that if a man "judge him- 
self fitly prepared, joins with others in the 
pubhc confession of his sins, and promiseth 
newness of life, the minister (he snould say 
the eldership) ought in point of charity to 
deem him so, and nath no commission n*om 
Christ to exclude him, &c. Let a man 
therefore examine himself, not others, or 
others him." 

I answer, 1. The self-examination there 
spoken of, is not mentioned as exclusive ; 
for it is not said, " Let a man examine him- 
self only." 2. Yet I can grant it to be ex- 
clusive, it being understood of that judging 
of a man's self which prevents the judgment 
of God, ver. 31. No man's examining of an- 
other can do this, but his examining of him- 
self. That which can give us confidence and 
boldness before God, and " assure our hearts 
before him," 1 Johniii. 10, is not the exam- 
ination or approbation of others, but of our 
own conscience ; " For what man knoweth 
the things of a man, save the spirit of man 
which is in him ?" 1 Cor. ii. 11. The pas- 
tors and elders of Corinth had admitted 
some to the Lord's table, whom they judged 
to be fit and worthy communicants, but God 
judged otherwise of them. Therefore saith 
the Apostle, let a man make p> narrow 
search of his own conscience, and not rest 
upon the judgment of others. 3. If it be 
enough for a man to examine himself, by 
what warrant doth Mr Prynne require 
more, namely, that a man join with others 
in the public confession of his sins, and pro- 
mise newness of life ? 4. It is not enough 
for a notorious scandalous sinner to judge 
himself, nor yet to join with others in pub- 
lic confession; but he must publicly and 
particularly confess his own sin, which he 
must do personally, or for his own part, and 
others cannot do it with him. 5. Augustine* 



' 1 Confirm. Thes., p. 120. 

* Tom. 10, hom. 60. — Et cum in se protnlerit se- 
yerissimaB medicinse sententiam, yeniat ad antistites, 
per quos illi in ecclesia clayes ministrantnr, et tan- 
quam bonus incipiens jam esse filins matemornm 
membrorum ordine custodito, a prsepositis sacrorum 



228 



Aaron's rod blossoming, ob the 



tells us, when a man hath examined himself, 
he must also edify the church (which before 
ha scandalised) by a public declaration of re- 
pentance for his scandalous sin. 6. Mr 
rrynne himself, Vindic. p. 60, will not have 
an excommunicated person to be again re- 
ceived and admitted to the Lord's supper 
" till public satisfaction given for the scan- 
dal, and open profession of amendment of 
life, accompanied with external symptoms of 
repentance." And why all this examination 
should not be required for a prevention of 
excommunication, yea, of suspension, I know 
not. 

Mr Prynne's fourth reason is, Because the 
minister administers the sacrament to that 
scandalous unexcommunicated person, " as 
to a person outwardly fitted and prepared, 
the inward preparation of whose heart, for 
aught he knows, may be sincere towards God, 
and really changed from what it was before." 
I appeal to every, godly minister, whether 
this can pacify or secure his conscience, that 
a scandalous unexcommunicated person, liv- 
ing in known profaneness and wickedness, is 
or may be esteemed a person outwardly 
fitted and prepared for the sacrament, yea, 
that the inward preparation of his heart, 
while he is living in gross scandalous sins, 
may be sincere towards God, and really 
changed from what it was before ; and that 
therefore he (the minister) "in delivering 
the sacrament to a scandalous unexcommu- 
nicated person, who, after admonition of the 
danger, doth earnestly desire to receive it, as 
conceiving himself in his own heart and con- 
science meet to participate of it, becomes no 
way guilty ?" &c. The Lord save me from 
that divinity which holds that a scandalous 
person in the church may be admitted to 
the Lord's supper as a person outwardly 
fitted and prepared for that sacrament. 

Fifthly, He argueth from the holiness and 
lawfulness of administering the sacrament, 
and the minister's good intention to benefit 
all, and hurt none by it. 

Ans, The first part of this reason is a 
fallacy ab ignoratione elenchi. The point he 
had to prove was, that the administration of 



accipiat satisfactionis suao modnm, at in offerendo 
sacrificio cordis contribulati devotus et supplex, id 
tamen agat, quod non solum illi prosit ad recipien- 
dam salutem, sed etiam casteria ad exemplum. Ut 
si peccata ejus non solum in grayi ejus malo, sed 
etiam in scandalo est aliorum : atque hoc expedire 
yidetur utilitati ecclesisB, antistiti in notitia multo- 
rum, vel etiam totias piebis agere paenitentiam non 
recuset. 



the sacrament to a scandalous person is a 
holy lawful action. The latter paiii doth not 
conclude. A good intention cannot justify a 
siniul action. 

Sixthly, " Because (saith he^ such a per- 
son's unworthy receiving is only contingent 
and casual; no minister or creature being 
able infallibly to judge whether Grod at this 
instant may not, by the omnipotent working 
of the Spirit, &c., change both his heart and 
his life." 

Ans. 1. By this principle the minister 
shall become no way guilty, if he deliver the 
sacrament to an heaven, to an excommuni- 
cated person, for the same reason will have 
place in that case as much as in this, viz., 
Grod may at the very instant, before or in 
the act of receiving, change the heart and 
life of such an heathen or excommunicate 
person. 2. A scandalous profane person's 
unworthy receiving, is casual and contingent 
in sensu divisOj but not in sensu compositOy 
that is, peradventure God will give him re- 
pentance, and change his heart and his 
life, which done, he snail come worthily and 
receive worthily; but while he is yet scanda- 
lous, and neither heart nor life yet changed, 
his receiving in that estate will certainly be 
an unworthy receiving ; for it implies a con- 
tradiction and impossibility, to say that a 
man's life can be changed while it is not 
changed, in sensu composito, or that a man 
can be worthy while he is unworthy. 3. It 
is a most sinful tempting of the Almighty 
to cast his word behmd us, and then expect 
the working of omnipotency, for that whereof 
we have neither promise nor example in the 
word. 

Seventhly, He argueth from our conces- 
sions, that ministers may administer the sa- 
crament to masked hypocrites, and yet are 
not guilty of their unworthy receiving. This 
he saith is a yielding our objection ^Ise in 
the case of scandalous persons too. But his 
reason is just as if he had said. Ministers are 
not guilty when they give the sacrament to 
those who are not scandalous; therefore 
they are not guilty when they give the sa- 
crament to those that are scandalous. Or 
as if he had argued thus : He that harbour- 
eth a traitor, wnom he doth not nor cannot 
know to be such, is not guilty ; therefore 
he that harboureth a known traitor is not 
guilty. 

Eighthly (for he hath given his seventh 
already). He tells us, that " the minister 
only gives the sacrament, and tlie unworthy 




receiving is the receiver's OMm personal act 
and sin alone." 

Ans, 1. He begs a^in and again what is 
in question. 2. There is an unworthy giv- 
ing, as well as an unworthy receiving. The 
unworthy giving is a sinful act of the min- 
ister, which makes him also accessory to the 
sin of unworthy receiving, and so partake of 
other men s sms. 

The ninth, concerning Christ's giving 
of the sacrament to Judas, is answered be- 
fore. 

The tenth I have also answered before, 
in his fourth conclusion. The minister is a 
sweet savour of Christ, as well in those that 
perish by the sacrament, as in those that 
are benefited by it, with this proviso, that he 
hath done his duty as a faithml steward, and 
that he hath not given that which is holy to 
dogs, else Grod shall require it at his hands. 

Finally, He argueth from 1 Cor xi. 29, 
*^ He that eateth and drinketh unworthily, 
eateth and drinketh (not condemnation but) 
Kpifia^ judgment (meaning some temporal 
judgment) to himself" (not to the minister 
or communicants). 

Ans. 1. Whatever be meant by judgment 
in this place, certainly it is a punishment of 
sin, and such a thing as proceedeth from 
God's displeasure ; and it is as certain that 
unworthy receiving maketh a person liable 
to a greater judgment than that which is 
temporal. 2. K to himself be restrictive 
and exclusive in the case of close hypocrites, 
such as are by church ofiicers (judging ac- 
cording to outward appearance) admitted to 
the sacrament ; yet now will it be made to 
appear that the Apostle meant those words 
as restrictive and exclusive in the case of 
scandalous and known unworthy communi- 
cants. 3. Such a scandalous person doth 
indeed eat and drink judgment to himself ; 
but this can neither in whole nor in part 
excuse, but rather greatly aggravate, the sin 
of the minister ; lor when a wicked man 
dieth in his iniquity, yet his blood God will 
require at the hands of the unfaithful min- 
ister, who did strengthen his hands in his 
sin. 



CHAPTER XII. 

WHETHER THE SACRAMENT OF THE LORD'S 
SUPPER BE A GONYERTING OR REGENERAT- 
ING ORDINANCE. 

I had, in answer to Mr Prynne's third 
query, given this reason why profane and 
scandalous persons are to be kept off from 
the sacrament, and yet not from nearing the 
word : because the word is not only a con- 
firming and comforting, but a converting 
ordinance, and i& a mean appointed of God 
to turn sinners from darkness to light, and 
from the power of Satan to God ; whereas 
the sacrament is not a converting,^ but a 
confirming and sealing ordinance, which is 
not given to the churcn for the conversion 
of sinners y but for the communion of saints » 
It is not appointed to put a man in the 
state of grace, but to seal unto a man that 
interest m Christ and in the covenant of 
grace which he already hath. Mr Prynne 
doth with much eagerness contradict me in 
this, and argues at length the contrary 
(which is the marrow and fatness, if there 
be any, in his debate concerning the eighth 
point of difference), whereby he doth not 
only contradict me but himself too, as shall 
appear, yea, and join not only with the more 
rigid Lutherans, but with the Papists them- 
selves, against the writers of the Reformed 
churches. For the very same thing which 
is controverted between him and me, is con- 
troverted between Papists and Protestants. 
The Papists hold that the sacraments are 
instrumental to confer, give, or work grace ; 
yea, ex opere operato^ as the schoolmen 
speak. Our divines hold that the sacra- 
ments are appointed of God, and delivered 
to the church as sealing ordinances, — not to 
give, but to testify what is given, — not to 
make, but confirm saints. And they do not 
only oppose the Papists' optis operatum, 
but they simply deny this instrumentality 
of the sacraments, that they are appointed 
of God for working or giving grace where 
it is not. This is so weU known to all who 
have studied the sacramentarian controver- 
sies, that I should not need to prove it. Yet 
that none may doubt of it, take here some 
few, instead of many, testimonies : — 

Calvin holds plainly, against the Papists, 
that the sacraments do not give any grace, 
but do declare and show what God hath 
given. He clears it in that chapter thus : 
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The sacraments are like seals appended to 
writs, which of themselves are nothing, if 
the paper or parchment to which they are 
appended be blank. Again, Thej are like 

Sillars to a house, which cannot be a foun- 
ation, but a strengthening of a house that 
hath a foundation ; — we are built upon the 
Word, the foundation of the prophets and 
apostles. Again, Sacraments are to us from 
God that which messengers are which bring 
good news to men, — tnej declare what is, 
but do not so much as instrumentallj make 
it to be.^ These are Calvin's similies. 

Bullinger ooniuteth the popish doctrine 
concerning the sacraments' conferring of 
grace, by this principle, that the saints are 
justified and sanctifiea before they are seal- 
ed and confirmed by the sacraments.' 

Ursinus speaks so fully and plainly for 
us that none can say more.' He distin- 
guisheth between the word and sacraments, 
as between converting and confirming or- 
dinances, and argueth that the sacraments 
do not confer grace, because we receive not 
the thing by receiving the sign, but we get 



1 Instit p. 901, edit. 16d9. — Cum hoe tantnm in 
ministerio habeant (sacramenta) testificari nobis ac 
confirmare Dei in nos benevolentiam, &c. Ut qnao 
non largiantnr quidem aliqnid gratiao, sed rennnci- 
ent et ostendant qua diTina iargitate nobis data sunt. 

s Decad. 5, serm. 7. — Docnit Tulgns sacerdotnm 
et monachomm sacramenta noTSB legis non tantnm 
esse signa gratiss, sed simnl etiam gratisB cansas, 
hoc est qusB habeant virtntem oonferendi gratiam. 
And after : Sancti et electi Dei non tnm primnm 
gratia Dei donisqne coBlestibns, participant, cnm 
sacramenta percipinnt. £t enim rebns prins qnam 
signis participant. And after : Proinde in coena ilia 
non primnm accipiuntur diTina beneficia, sed pro 
acceptis aguntnr gratias. Effeci his opinor, eyicique 
sacramenta non conferre gratiam. 

s Ursinus, Tract. Theol., p.360. — Sicnt verbum 
est conversionis et confirmationis organum : sic et 
sacramenta sunt organa confirmationis, &c. Non 
res accipimus ideo quia signum accipimus : sed sig- 
num nobis tribuitur quia res babemus : idque ita, ut 
non cur habeamus causa, sed quod eas babeamus 
testimonium sit. Ibid, de Sacram. Defens. quinti 
Arg. p. (!»57. — ^Nos vero supra hoc discrimen verbi 
et sacramentorum non dlssimulaTimus, quod fides 
per verbum inchoatur : Sacramentorum usu antem 
confirmatur, exercetur, foretur, augetur jam incho- 
ata. Sacramenta enim ne dooent quidem, nedum 
confirmant, nisi pneeunte verbo et addente expli- 
cationem typorum. Idcirco etiam sacramenta iis 
inatituta sunt, quos Deus jam pro membris ecclesisB 
a nobis vult agnosci. Inchoatio igitur fidei ordinaria 
Terbi propria est ; oonfirmatio inchoatSB, sacramen- 
tls cum verbo communis est. Judicium de Disci- 
plina Ecclesiastica ad finem, torn. 3, p. 89. — Quasi 
non pueris jam notum, rerbum et eonversis et non 
conrersis esse annnnckmdum, quo illi quidem con- 
firmentur, hi rero oouTertantur. Sacramenta autem 
iis esse instituta qui jam sunt conversi et membra 
populi Dei faoti. 



the sign because it is supposed we have the 
thing; yea, he speaks of it as a principle 
known to children. 

Musculus, in his Common PUxces, saith 
thus, " Who seeth not what manner of per- 
sons we must be when we approach to this 
mystical table of the Lord ? to wit, not such 
as do therein first of all seek the firuition of 
the body and blood of the Lord, as if we were 
yet destitute thereof, but such as, being al- 
ready before partakers thereof by fiiith, do 
desire to corroborate more and more in our 
hearts the grace once received by the sacra- 
mental communication of the body and blood 
of the Lord, and bv the remembrance of his 
death, and to give thanks to our Redeemer."^ 

Martin Bucerus, upon Matt, xviii. 17, puts 
this difference between the word preadied 
and the Lord's supper, that the word may 
be preached to the unconverted, but the 
Lord's supper may not be given to any who 
by their lives do declare that they are out 
of communion with Jesus Christ :* which is 
the very point now in controversy. 

Festus Monnius, disp. 43, thes. 3, confut- 
ing the popish opinion of the sacraments' 
working or giving grace, brings this reason 
against it, Iney that receive tne sacraments 
have this grace before they receive them, 
neither are any to be admitted to the sacra- 
ments who may be justly supposed not to 
be justified and sanctified.^ 

Aretius, Comment, in Mark xiv., loc. 3, 
observeth, Qui admissi sint ad iatam ccen- 
am ? discipuli solum : Who were admitted 
to that (eucharistical) supper ? The disciples 



1 De Coena Dom. p. 360. — Quis non Tidet qualea 
nos ad mysticam banc Domini mensam accedere 
oporteat ? nempe non tales qui f ruitionem corporis 
ac sanguinis Domini primnm in ea queramus, tan- 
quam illius adhuc expertes : sed qui per fidem illius 
jam antea participes, gratiam semel acceptam, com- 
municatione hao sacramentali corporis ac sanguinis 
Domini, et mortis ipsius rememoratione, fn cordi- 
bus nostris magis ac magis corroborare, redempto- 
riaue gratias agere cupiamus. 

* Ad heo prsBdicandum iis qnoqne est, qui non- 
dum audierunt, aut certe nondnm perceperunt. At- 
tamen utcunque feratur impuritas couTcntuum ubi 
Terbum prssdicatur, qnam Christus et Apostoli quo- 
que tulemnt: CoensB tamen communio (ut dixi) 
purior esse debet. Nam publica est eomm qui pa- 
lam se Christianos profitentur, de redemptione gra- 
tiarum actio: ideo circa banc, ut communionem 
Christi solemniter sancti percipinnt, ita excludendi 
inde sunt qui vita sua se extra banc communionem 
esse, manifesto probant. 

s Fideles enim ante usum sacramentorum banc 
gratiam omnlno babent: neque ad sacramentorum 
usum accedere debent qui eam gratiam pro sstatis 
mode non habent, neque admittendi sunt qui eam 
non habere merito prsesumuntur. 



DIVINE ORDINANCE OF GHUBCH GOVEBNMENT VINDICATED. 



231 



onlj. Hence he inferreth, Qttare mysteria 
hcBC ad solos fideles 'pertinent : Wherefore 
these mysteries do pertain to the faithful 
alone ; tnat is, to those who are supposed to 
be converted and believers. 

Vossius, disp. de Sacramen, efic, part, 
poster., after he hath observed two respects 
in which the sacraments do excel the word, — 
1. That infants who are not capable of hear- 
ing the word are capable of the sacrament 
ofbaptism, and are brought to the laver of 
regeneration; 2. That me sacraments do 
visibly and clearly set before our eyes that 
which is invisible in the word, — he adds, 
thes. 49, other two respects in which the 
word doth far excel the sacraments:^ 1. 
That the word can both beget and confirm 
faith, — ^the sacraments cannot beget faith in 
those that are come to a^, but only con- 
serve and increase it. 2. That without the 
word we cannot be saved, for he that be- 
lieves not is condemned ; now faith cometh 
by hearing; but the sacraments, through pro- 
fitable means of grace, yet are not simply 
necessary, 

The Confession of the Faith of the 
Church of Scotland, in the article entitled, 
"To whom sacraments appertain," saith 
thus : " But the supper of the Lord we coa- 
fess to appertain to such only as be of the 
household of faith, and can try and examine 
themselves as well in their faith as in their 
duty towards their neighbours." The Bel- 
gic Confession, art. 33, saith of the sacra- 
ments in general, that God hath instituted 
them to seal his promises in us, to be pledges 
of his love to us, and to nourish and streng- 
then our faith. And, art. 35, they plainly 
hold that the sacrament of the Lord's sup- 
per is intended and instituted by Christ for 
such as are already regenerate, and are al- 
ready quickened with the life of grace.* 

The Synod of Dort, in their judgment of 
the Fifth Article of the Remonstrants, sect. 
14, ascribeth both the inchoation and con- 
servation of grace to the word, but ascribeth 

1 Qaemadmodmn aatem sacramenta dnplicl no- 
mine praestant verbo, itidem yerbnm dnobns nomi- 
nibuB prseferendum sacramentis. Uno qnod yer- 
bnm in adultis et generet fidem, et genitam foyeat 
atqne alat : Sacramenta yero earn non gignant, sed 
tantum genitam conseryent atqne augeant. Altero 
quod absqne yerbo non salyemnr, &c 

s Credimns et confitemnr Jesum Christnm serva- 
torem nostrum sanctas coenae sacramentum ordi- 
nasae et institnisse, nt ea nntriat et sustentet eos, 
qnos jam regenerayit, &c. At yero, ad conserya- 
tionem yitsB spiritualis et ccelestis, quam fideles 
jam habent, Dens illis panem yivificum misit, Slc. 



only to the sacraments the conserving, con- 
tinuing, and perfecting of that begun grace.* 

In the Belgic form of the administration 
of the Lord's supper (see Corpus Disdpli' 
ncBy lately published by the ministers and 
elders of the Dutch Church at London, p. 
16) it is said thus : " Those who do not feel 
this testimony in their hearts (concerning 
their examining of themselves touching their 
repentance, faith, and purpose of true obe- 
dience), they eat and drmk judgment to 
themselves ; wherefore we also (according to 
the commandment of Christ and the apostle 
Paul) do admonish all who find themselves 
guilty of these ensuing sins, to refrain from 
cominff to the Lord's table, and do denounce 
unto them that they have no part in the 
kingdom of Christ." (Here follows an enu- 
meration of divers scandalous sins, concluded 
with this general, *' and all those which lead 
a scandalous life.") " All these, as loxig as 
they continue in such sins, shall refrain m)m 
this spiritual food (which Christ only or- 
dained for his faithful people) that so their 
judgment and damnation may not be the 
greater." Which plainly intimates that they 
hold this sacrament to be a sealing, not a 
converting ordinance. And this they also 
signify, Ibid., p. 17, " And to the end we 
may firmly believe that we do belong to this 
gracious covenant, the Lord Jesus in his last 
supper took bread," &c. 

rarsBus puts this difference between the 
word and sacraments : that the word is a 
mean appointed both for beginning and con- 
firming laith, — the sacraments means of con- 
firming it after it is begun : that the word 
belongs both to the converted and to the un- 
converted, — the sacraments are intended for 
those who are converted and do believe, and 
for none others.* 

And, though the Lutherans make some 



1 Quem admodum autem Deo placnit opus hoc 
8uum gratias per predicationem eyangelii in nobis 
inchoare, ita per ejnsdem anditum, lectionem, medi- 
tationem, adhortationesi minas, promissa, nee non 
per usum sacramentorum, illnd conseryat, continuat 
et perficit. 

* Expiic. Catech., quest. 67. — Verbum est instrn- 
mentum Spiritns sancti, per quod inchoat et confir- 
mat in nobis fidem ideoque yerbum debet prasire. 
Sacramenta sunt organa Spiritns sancti per qnsB 
fidem inchoatam confirmat: ideoque sacramenta 
debent sequi. Ibid, quest. 81, art. 1. — Sacramenta 
tantum sunt instituta fidelibns et conversis, ut bis 
promissiouem eyangelii obsignent, et fidem confir- 
ment. Yerbum qnidem est conyersis, et non con- 
yersis commune, nt conyersi confirmentur, nondum 
conyersi conyertantur : Sacramenta vero ad solos 
fideles pertinent. 
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controyersj with us about the effect of the 
sacraments, yet J. Grerhardus doth agree 
with us in this point, — ^that the Lord's sup- 
per is not a regenerating, but a oonfirmini? 
and strengthening ordinance ; and this dif- 
ference he puts between it and baptism.^ 

Walseus asserteth, both against Papists 
and against some of the Lutherans, that 
sacraments do instrumentally confirm and 
increase faith and regeneration, but not be- 
gin nor work faith and regeneration where 
they are not.* 

retrus Hinkelmannus, de AnabapHsmo, 
disp. 9, cap. 1, error 6, disputeth agamst this 
as a tenet of the Calvinists. Fidehs habent 
Spiritum sanctum habent res signatas ante 
saoramenta: The faithful have the Holy Spi- 
rit, they have the things which are sealed, 
before they receive the sacraments. Broch- 
mand, System, Theol.^tom, 3; deSacram,, 
cap. 2, quest. 1, condemneth this as one of 
the Calvmian errors : Sacramenta non esse 
gratke eonferendce divinitus ordinata me- 
dia : That sacraments ai*e not instituted and 
appointed of God to be means of conferring 
or giving grace. Which, he saith, is the as- 
sertion of Zuinglius, Beza, Danseus, Muscu- 
lus, Piscator, Vorstius. The Lutheran opi- 
nion he propounds. Ibid,, quest. 6, that the 
sacraments are means appointed of God to 
confer grace, to give faith, and, being given, 
to increase it. Esthius, in Sent, lib. 4, dist. 
1, sect. 9, stateth the opinion of the Calvin- 
ists (as he calls us) thus : Justijicationem 
vsu saeramenti esse priorem, obtentam nt- 
mirum per fidem qua homo jam ante cre- 



^ Loo. Com. torn. 6, p. 1. — Per baptlsmam regen- 
eramur ac renovamiir : per saeramentnm coenao all- 
mar ao ontrimnr ad yitam aBtemam. In baptiamo 
praBsertim infantnm, per Spiritum aanctum fides ac- 
cenditnr : in nan aacraa coenaa angetnr, confirmatur, 
et obaignatur. Per baptiamnm Cbriato inferimur, in 
quo apiritnale incrementnm aalutari coanaa nan ac- 
dpimna. 

s Tom. 1, p. 477. — At an non per aaeramenta eti- 
am fldea et regeneratio ezhibetnr ? Reap. — Diatin- 
guendnm inter primnm fldei et reaipiacentiaa initium, 
et confirmationem ejna ac angmentnm. Nemo ad- 
mitUtnr ad aaeramenta niat pro fldeli et poenitente 
habeatnr; quemadmodnm verba clara aunt, Qnia- 
qnia crediderit et baptiaatna fuerit. Infantea ha- 
bentur pro foederatia, ao proinde etiam pro iia qni 
Spiritum fldei acceperunt, aed de hac re poatea. Sic 
in ecena reqniritnr, at homo probet ae an sit in fide, 
et at dlgne manducet : infidelibua enim rel nondum 
oredentibua nullaa fiunt promiaaionea, ao proinde 
neo obaignantar. Perperam ergo atatuant ipaa aa- 
eramenta eaae canaaa primaa regenerationia aut jna- 
tificationia, turn Pontifiolf) torn Lntherani qnidam. 
Sed ai fidei et regenerationia confirmatio et aag- 
mentum apeotetnr, reete tribuitar saoramentia at 
caaaia inatromentalibnB. 



didit sibi remitti peccata ; sacramentufn 
vero postea adhiberi, ut verbo quidem prO" 
missionis fides confirmetur: eCemento vero 
seu sigiUo quodam diplomati appenso ea- 
dem fides obsignetur ; atque itaper saera- 
mentum declaretur testattvmque fiat homi" 
nem jam prius esse per fidem justicatum. 
This, he saith, is contrary to the doctrine of 
the Church of Bome, from which, saith he, 
the Lutherans do not so far recede as the 
Calvinists. Gregorius, de Valentia in ter- 
tiam partem Thomce, disp. 3, quest. 3, punct. 
1, thus explaineth the tenet which he hold- 
eth again^ the Protestants concerning the 
sacraments' giving of grace: Sacramenta esse 
veras causas qualitatisgratias, non prind- 
pales, sed instrumentales : hoc ipso videli- 
cet, quod Deus iUis utitur ad productionem 
illius effectus, qui est gratia, tamet si su- 
pra naturam seu ejlcacitatem naturalem 
ipsorum. 

The Papists dispute, indeed, what manner 
of casuality or virtue it is by which the sa- 
craments work srace, whether physica or 
ethica, whether xnsita or adsita. In which 
questions they do not all go one way. See 
GamachGBUS, in tertiam partem Theol., 
quest. 62, cap. 6. But that the sacraments 
do work or give grace to all such as do not 
ponere obicem, they all hold against the 
Protestants. They dispute, also, whether 
all the sacraments give the first grace, or 
whether baptism ana penance only give the 
first habitual grace, and the other five sacra- 
ments (as they make the number) give in- 
crease of grace. But in this thev all agree, 
that habitual grace is given in all the sacra- 
ments of the New Testament; the Tho- 
mists hold further, that the very first grace 
is de facto given in any of the sacraments. 
See for the former, Becanus ;^ for the lat- 
ter, Tannerus.* 



1 Becanna, Theol. Schol., part. 4, tract, de Sacram., 
qaeat. 7. — Omnia aaeramenta noTSS legia aemper 
conferant gratiam habitnalem aen jaatificantem, 
non ponentibna obicem, ac proinde gratia habitaalia 
eat commania qoldam efTectus omnium aacramento- 
rum : Eat commania aententia. 

s Tannenxa in Thomam. tom. 4, disp. 3, qneat. 9, 
dab. 5. — Imo omnia aaeramenta de facto nonnnn- 
qnam possunt ex opere operato (how mnch more if 
tnere be also opus operantis) conferre primam gra- 
tiam. Haao est aententia magia pia et prohabilior ; 
qnam docet S. Thomas, &c. eandem commaniter ae- 
qnantur Thomiatas. He confirma it thna: Qaia 
quaadam sacramenta per ae proprie aolnm inatitata 
ad dandam primam gratiam, possnnt conferre se- 
cnndam. Ergo etiam per ae institnta ad hanc po- 
terant conferre primam, &c. Atqne hoc etiam aen- 
an admitti poteat qnod nonnnlli dixernnt, omnibna 
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and those that eat and drink unworthily, 
and applieth the Apostle's words of eating 
and dnnking unworthily, to all who come 
with polluted souls, such as all unconverted 
have. And Gualther, Martyr, and other 
interpreters upon the place, the Centurists 
also in the place last cited, reckon those to 
eat and drink unworthily, who come without 
the wedding garment, and without faith and 
holiness of conversation, wliich intimateth 
tiiat they who live unworthily, do also eat 
the Lord's supper unworthily, which is most 
plainly intimated in the Directory^ p. 50, 
where ignorant, scandalous, and profane per- 
sons, are warned not to come to that holy 
table, upon this reason, because he that eats 
and drinks unworthily, eats and drinks judg- 
ment to himself, which necessarily impliei£, 
that unworthy persons and profane Hvers, if 
they come to the sacrament, are not conver- 
ted, but^ more in eating and drinking un- 
worthily. I conclude, tnerefore, that the 
prohibition of eating and drinking unwor- 
thily, doth necessarily imply a prohibition of 
unconverted, unregenerate, impenitent per- 
sons, to come to the Lord's table, and, by 
consequence, that it is no converting ordi- 
nance. 

Eleventhly, That ordinance, which is eu- 
charistical and consolatory, supposeth that 
such as partake of it, have part and portion 
in that thing for which thanks are given, 
and are such as are fit to be comforted. 
But the Lord's supper is an ordinance eu- 
dbaristical and consolatory; therefore, the 
proposition needs no other proof but the 
third commandment, " Thou shalt not take 
the name of the Lord thy God in vain." 
Shall a man be called to give thanks for re- 
demption, reconciliation, and remission of 
sins, and to take comfort in Jesus Christ, 
even while he is such an one of whom God 
hath said, " There is no peace to the wick- 
ed : high talk becometh not a fool." Psal. 
xxxi. 1, " Rejoice in the Lord, O ye right- 
eous ; for praise is comely for the upright ;" 
Psal. 1. 14, 16, " Offer unto God thanksgiv- 
ing, &c. But unto the wicked God saith, 
miat hast thou to do to declare my statutes, 
or that thou shouldest take my covenant in 
thy mouth?" The assumption is acknow- 
ledged among all ;^ for as it hath the name 



1 Zninglins, torn. 2, De Vera et Falsa Religione, 
cap. de Sacramen, — Ccena Dominica damns ezperi- 
mentnm, qnod morte Christi fidamns, qnnm gratn- 
lantes et lieti adsimns in eo coetn, qui Deo gratias 
agit pro beneficio redemptionis. 



kvxapiorlaj so is the nature of it. It is also 
a consolatory ordinance, in which we are 
called to spiritual joy and gladness, it being 
a feast of fat things full of marrow, and of 
wines on the lees well refined. At this or- 
dinance of the holy supper, Christ spake 
many a sweet and consolatory word to the 
disciples, and did not rebuke them nor 
chide them, as he had done at other times. 
Is it not, then, a healing slightly of the ma- 
lady of impenitent unconverted sinners, yea, 
a betraying of their souls, to bring them to 
joy, and comfort, and thanksgivings, and 
songs of praise, to eat of the marrow and 
fatness, and to drink of the rivers of plea- 
sure which are in the house of God, when 
we ought rather call them to weeping and 
to mourning, to make their peace with God, 
and to flee from the wrath to come ? 

Twelflhly, That ordhiance unto which 
Christ calleth none but such as have spi- 
ritual gracious qualifications, is not a con- 
verting but a sealing ordinance. But the 
Lord's supper is an ordinance unto which 
Christ calleth none but such as have spiri- 
tual and gracious qualifications; therefore, 
the proposition, I hope, needs no proof, be- 
cause unconverted persons, dead in sins and 
trespasses, have no spiritual gracious quaUfi- 
cations. The assumption may be proved by 
many scriptures. If of any ordinance, chiefly 
of this, it nolds true that Christ inviteth and 
calleth none but such as labour and are heavy 
laden. Matt. xi. 28 ; such as are athirst for 
the water of life, John vii. 37 ; Isa. Iv. 1 ; 
such as have the wedding garment. Matt, 
xxii. 12; such as examine themselves, 1 
Cor. xi. 28; such as are Christ's friends; 
Song of Sol. V. 1, " Eat, O friends ; drink, 
yea, drink abundantly, O beloved." 

Thirteenthly, That ordinance which is 
instituted for Uie communion of saints, is in- 
tended only for such as are saints, and not 
for unconverted sinners. But the Lord's 
supper is an ordinance instituted for the 
communion of saints, and of those who are 
members of the same body of Christ, 1 Cor. 
X. 16, 17) compared with 1 Cor. i. 2 ; there- 
fore, Martin Bucerus, de Regno Christiy lib. 
1, cap. 7, conceiveth that this sacrament doth 
so far belong to the communion of saints, that 
wicked and unworthy persons are not only 
to be kept back from partaking, but from the 
very beholding or being present in the church 
at tiie giving of the sacrament, which yet is 
more than we have affirmed. 

Fourteenthly, If baptism itself (at least 

2H 
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when ministered to those that are of age) is 
not a regenerating or converting ordinance, 
lar less S the Lord's supper a regenerating 
or conyerting ordinance. But baptism itseu 
(at least administered to those that are of age) 
is not a regenerating or converting ordinance ; 
therefore, the ground of the proposition is, be- 
cause baptism hath a nearer relation to re- 
generation than the Lord's supper, and there- 
fore hath the name of the laver of regene- 
ration. The assumption I prove thus: 1. 
Because we read of no persons of age bap- 
tized by the apostles, except such as did pro- 
fess faith in Christ, gladly received the word, 
and in whom some begun work of the Spi- 
rit of grace did appear (I say not that it 
really was in all, but somewhat of it did ap- 
pear in all). 2. If the baptism of those 
who are of age be a regenerating ordinance, 
then you suppose the person to oe baptized 
an unregenerated person (even as when a 
minister first preacheth tne gospel to pa- 
gans, he cannot but suppose them to be un- 
regenerated) ; but I believe no conscientious 
mmister would adventure to baptize one who 
hath manifest and infaJHble signs of unrege- 
neration. Sure we cannot be answerable to 
God if we should minister baptism to a man 
whose works and words do manifestly de- 
clare him to be an unregenerated, uncon- 
verted person ; and if we may not initiate 
such an one, how shall we bring him to the 
Lord's table ? 

Fifteenthly, If the baptism even of those 
who are of age must necessarily precede 
their receiving of the Lord's supper, then 
the Lord's supper is not a converting but a 
sealing ordinance. But the baptism even of 
those who are of age must necessarily pre- 
cede their receiving of the Lord's supper. 
Therefore, the assumption is without con- 
troversy, it being the order observed by 
Christ and by the apostles, and by all Chris- 
tian churches. The proposition I prove 
thus : 1. What better reason of the neces- 
sity of this precedency of baptism, than that 
baptism is the sacrament of regeneration, the 
Lord's supper the sacrament of our spiritual 
nourishment,^ and one must be bom before he 

1 HutteruBi disp. 17, de Coena Dom., thes. 1. — 
Sacramentnm initiationiB Novi Test, puta baptis- 
mum, ordine conyenientissimo excipit sacramen- 
tnm confirmationis, qnod est sacratissima coena 
Domini et seryatoris nostri Jesu Christi : tnm ob 
causas alias, tnm quod ea est fidei nostrae, in bap- 
tismo nobis collatSB, respectu nostri infirmitas, ut 
nisi subiude coniirmetnr, mox penitus fatiscat et 
intereat. 



eat and drink. 2. The Apostle saith, Gal. 
iii. 27, " As many of you as have been bap- 
tized into Christ, have put on Christ;" Horn, 
vi. 4, " We are buried with him by baptism 
into death ;" Col. ii. 12, " Buried with him 
in baptism, wherein also you are risen with 
him through the faith of the operation of 
God." Therefore if the sacrament of the 
Lord's supper be intended only for the bap- 
tized, then it is intended only for such as 
are supposed to have put on Christ, are bu- 
ried and raised again with him through 
faith, and consequently, it is not intended 
for unconverted persons to convert them, 
but for converted persons to confirm them. 

Sixteenthly, The method of the parable 
of the forlorn son maketh very much against 
Mr Prynne's opinion. The Lord is indeed 
ready to forgive, and hath compassion upon 
the poor sinner, and falls on his neck and 
kisseth him, and saith to his servants, 
<< Bring forth the best robe and put it on 
him, and put a ring on his hand, and shoes 
on his feet, and bring hither the fatted calf, 
and kill it, and let us eat and be merry," 
Luke XV. 20 — 23. And this is done in the 
sacrament of the Lord's supper more espe- 
cially and more manifestly than in any other 
ordinance. But when ? Not while the man 
it yet playing the prodigal, wasting his sub- 
stance with riotous living, nor yet while he 
is filling his belly in a far country with the 
husks which the swine did eat. But it was 
" when he came to himself," — when he 
" came to his father," and said, " Father, I 
have sinned against heaven and in thy sight, 
and am no more worthy to be called thy 
son." Then, and not till then, doth the fa- 
ther bestow upon him the best robe and 
the fatted calf ; " For this my son was dead 
(saith the father) and is alive again, was lost 
and is found." Had the best robe and the 
fatted calf been given him before he re- 
pented and came to himself, he had, proba- 
bly, been so much the more careless of com- 
ing home to his father. But^we see these love 
tokens, this feast, and this mirth, is for en- 
tertaining a poor penitont, not for converting 
an impenitent sinner. 

Seventeenthly, I shall draw another ar- 
gument both out of the Directory for the 
public worship of God throughout the three 
kingdoms, and out of Mr Prynne him- 
self. Thus it is: That ordinance from which 
the minister, in the name of Christ, ought 
concionaliter^ or doctrinally, to excommuni- 
cate all impenitent profane persons, is not a 
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converting but a sealing ordinance. But 
the Lord's supper is an ordinance from which 
the minister ought, in the name of Christ, 
condonaliter, or doctrinally, to excommuni- 
cate all impenitent profane persons ; there- 
fore the proposition ariseth from this ground, 
we ought not to dehort impenitent profane 
men from converting ordinances, but rather 
exhort them to come and partake thereof. 
The assumption I prove. First, From the 
Directory y in the head of the Lord's supper, 
which speaketh of the minister thus, " Next, 
he is, in the name of Christ, on the one part 
to warn all such as are ignorant, scandah^us, 
profane, or that live in any sin or offence 
against their knowledge or conscience, that 
they presume not to come to that holy ta- 
ble, showing them that he that eateth and 
drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh 
judgment to himself; and on the other 
part he is in especial manner to invite and 
encourage all that labour under the sense of 
the burden of their sins, and fear of wrath, 
and desire to reach out unto a greater pro- 
gress in grace than yet they can attain unto, 
to come to the Lord's table." Is it not here 
held forth as the will of Christ, that no pro- 
fane, impenitent, unconverted person, ought 
or may come to the Lord's table, but only 
such as have somewhat of the work of grace 
in them ? But let us hear Mr Prynne nim- 
self. The seventh difference which he stat- 
eth between his antagonists and himself, p. 
28, is this, " Whether the minister hath not 
fully discharged his duty and conscience if 
he give wammg to unworthy communicants 
of the danger they incur by their unworthy 
approaches to the Lord's table, and seriously 
dehort them from coming to it, unless they 
repent, reform, and come prepared." 

If this be a right stating of that differ- 
ence (and if it be true which Mr Hussey, in 
his Epistle to the Parliament, p. 7, saith, 
that " it is a very great and dangerous sin, 
if they come without repentance, faith, and 
charity, wherein the minister must instruct 
his people publicly and privately"), then, I 
suppose that Mr Prynne will not deny that 
a minister ought in duty and conscience to 
do all this, to admonii^ a scandalous un- 
worthy person, and seriously dehort, &c. ; 
only he contends that the minister is not 
bound in duty and conscience afler all this 
to keep back such from the sacrament. 
Well, I take for the present what he grants, 
and even by that I prove the Lord's supper 
is no converting ordinance ; for if it were, 



1. How dare any minister seriously dehort 
any unworthy person from approaching to 
it ? May we forbid sinners to use the means 
of their conversion, especially if they be such 
as are not excommunicated nor cast out of the 
church, and do desire to receive the sacra- 
ment (which are the cases often put by Mr 
Prynne) ? 2. How can the minister warn 
such persons not to come to the sacrament, 
" unless they repent, reform, and come pre- 
pared ?" If it be not a sealing ordinance in- 
tended only for such as do repent and re- 
form, the minister may not say so. 3. And 
otherwise the sense were this, that such per- 
sons ought not to come to a converting ordi- 
nance, unless they be converted ; for to re- 
pent, reform, and come prepared, are thin^ 
which none can do who are not converted. 
Finally, By Mr Prynne's principles, we may 
as well, yea rather, dehort men from coming 
to hear the word unless they repent and re- 
form. For, p. 44, he saith, that the sacra- 
ment is " as converting, yea a more hum- 
bling, regenerating, converting ordinance 
than the word ;" which if it be so, then we 
may more warrantably, and with less danger 
to the souls of those who do not repent and 
reform, dehort them from coming to the 
word, than from coming to the sacrament. 

Eighteenthly, That ordinance which is 
not communicable to heathens or pagans, 
nor to excommunicated Christians, for their 
conversion from darkness to light, from the 
power of Satan to Grod, from the state of sin 
to the state of repentance, is not a convert- 
ing ordinance. But the Lord's supper is 
such : Therefore, the reason of the proposi- 
tion is, because converting ordinances are 
communicable to heathens ; and thence pro- 
ceeded the general commission to preach the 
gospel to every creature, and to teach all 
nations. Matt, xxviii. 19 ; Mark xvi. 15; 
which accordingly the apostles did, Bom. x. 
18 ; Col. i. 6. And if the sacrament be a 
converting ordinance for known impenitent, 
scandalous, profane persons within the church, 
what reason is there imaginable why it is not 
also a converting ordinance for heathens, pa- 
gans, Turks, Jews ? Or where have we the 
least hint in Scripture that an ordinance 
which may convert the profanest unexcom- 
municated person within the church, cannot 
convert both heathens and excommunicated 
Christians? 

The assumption I prove from Mr Prynne's 
own acknowledgment, p. 38, " Though the 
sacrament (saith he) must not be adminis- 
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tered to heatheiu, to whom the gospel may 
and must be preached, before uiej belieye 
and profess Giirist, ret it must be adminis- 
terea to them as weU as baptism, after their 
belief and profession of Christ." liVhere he 
clearly grants both sacraments, baptism, and 
the Lord's supper, to be only sealing and 
confirming (not conyerting) ordinances to 
heathens, and therefore not communicable 
to them till after they beliere and profess 
Christ. 

Ninteenthly, That ordinance which is not 
communicable nor lawful to be administered 
to any known impenitent sinner under that 
notion, but only as penitent sinners, truly 
repenting of their sms past, is not a con- 
yerting but a sealing ordinance. But the 
sacrament of tiie Lord's supper is such, 
therefore the proposition I proye thus : A 
converting orcunance may be administered 
to known impenitent sinners under that no- 
tion, or looked upon as such, wallowing in 
their blood and filthiness. Yea a converting 
ordinance qua converting, is not (nor indeed 
can be) administered to penitent sinners qua 
penitent, or looked upon as truly converted ; 
for as every effect is m order or nature pos- 
terior to its cause, so a converting ordinance, 
being the instrumental cause of conversion, 
regeneration, and repentance, it must needs 
be supposed that conversion and repentance 
doth not in order of nature precede but fol- 
low after the administration of the oonvert- 
ingordinance. 

The assumption is granted by Mr Prvnne, 
. 37 : ** The minister (saith he) doth not 
I suppose he will also say ought not) ad- 
minister the sacrament to any known im- 
penitent sinners under that notion, but only 
as penitent sinners, truly repenting of their 
sins past, and promising, purposing to lead 
a new life for the ftiture.'' Therefore yet 
again, by some of his own principles, the sa- 
crament is not administered as instrumental 
to the first conversion of scandalous unwor- 
thy persons in the church ; for where there 
is m any ordinance an instrumental casuality 
toward the conversbn of a scandidous person, 
that ordinance must needs be administered 
to that person under the notion of an un- 
converted person, and the effect of conver- 
sion looked upon as consequent, not as an- 
tecedent. 

The twentieth argument, and the last, is 
this : As I have before showed that Mr Prynne 
in holding the sacrament to be a converting 
ordinance, unto which unregenerate, impeni- 
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tent, and unbelieving persons (not being ex- 
communicated) ouffht to be admitted, doth 
join issue with Papists, and dissenteth from 
the Protestant wnters in a very special point, 
and that the controversy draweth very deep; 
so I will now make it to appear that he dis- 
senteth as much from the ancients in this 
particular. I)ionjaxu AiwgoffiAf de Eedes, 
HierwrcKy cap. 3, part. 3, speaking of the 
nature of this ordinance of the Lora's sup- 
per, tells us, that it doth not admit those 
scandalous sinners who were in the condition 
of penitents, before they had fiilly manifested 
their repentance, much less profane and un- 
dean persona in whom no sign of repentance 
appeareth ; rhv i^ii navrtKUt itpCtrarov ov 
irpoai9^ivti : not admitting him who is not 
altogether most holy. Justinus Martyr, 
apol. 2, lets us know that in his time the 
Lord's supper was eiven to none but to such 
a person as was looked upon as a believer, 
and washed in the laver of regeneration, 
and lived according to the rule of Christ. 
GhrWom, hom. h, in Matt ; Angartine, 
de Pide et Operibus, cap. 18 ; Isidorus Pe- 
lusiota, lib. 1, epist. 143, and others, might 
be here added. But I shall bring their Ml 
testimonies, chap, xvii., where I will show 
antiquity to be for the suspension of scanda- 
lous persons unexcommunicated. Beside 
these, I add also Beda upon 1 Cor. xi., who 
tells us, both out of Augustine and Prosper, 
that none ought to come to the Lord's table 
but a justified person, and such an one as 
abideth in Christ and Christ in him.^ Isi- 
dorus, de Ecelesiast, oMc,^ lib. 1, cap. 18, 
citing the Apostle's words, ^* He that eateth 
and drinketn unworthily," addeth, ^ For 
this ii to receive unworthily, if any man re- 
ceive at that time in«which he should be re- 
penting."* The same words hath Babanus 
Maurus, de Instit. Clericy lib. 1, cap. 31, 
which plainly showeth us, that in their judg- 
ment the sacrament of the Lord's supper 
doth suppose conversion and repentance to 
be already wrought, and if it be not wrought, 
the receiving is an unworthy receiving. 

Moreover, that the Lord s supper was not 
anciently esteemed a converting ordinance, 
but a sealing ordinance, supposing oonver- 

1 Si itaqne In me manet, et ego in iUo, tnnc man- 
ducat tnno blbit. Qni autem non in me manet, nee 
ego in iUo, et A accipit sacramentnm, magnnm ac- 
qnirit tonnentnm* St infra* Ad altare Dei iuTisi- 
bile (quo non aocedit injnstns) ille perrenit, qni ad 
hoc prsBsens jnstlficatns accedit. 

> Hoc est enim indigne accipere, si eo tempore 
quia acclpiati quo debet agere poBnitentiam. 
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sion, is more than apparent by the distinc- 
tion of Missa Cateehumenorum and Missa 
fidelium ; and hj that proclamation in the 
church before the sacrament, sancta sanc- 
tiSf the sense whereof Dorantus, de Ritibua, 
lib. 2, cap. 56, num. 16, giveth out of Chrj^ 
sostom and Cyril, that sancta Sanctis was 
as much as to say, Si quis non est sanctuSy 
non accedat : u any man be not holy, let 
him not approach. Or as if it had been said 
to them, xhe sacrament is an holy thing, 
sancti et vos cum sitis Sancto Spiritu do- 
natio and seeing you also are holy, the 
Holy Spirit being given unto you; atqtie 
ita sancta Sanctis conveniant, and so holy 
things agreeing to holy persons. If the 
Lord's supper be a holy thmg intended only 
for holy persons, then, sure, it is no con- 
verting ordinance. 

I might also cite divers schoolmen against 
Mr Prynne in this particular. I shall in- 
stance but in two for the present. Scotus, in 
lib. 4, sent. dist. 9, quest. 1, proveth from 
1 Cor. xi. 27, that it is a mortal sin for a 
man to come to the sacrament at that time 
when he is living in a mortal sin ; and that 
he who is not spiritually a member of Christ, 
ought not to receive the sacrament, which is 
a »gn of incorporation into Christ. Alex. 
Alensis, part. 4, quest. 11, mem. 2, art. 2, 
sect. 2, saith thus, '^ As there is a double bo- 
dily medicine {curativa et conservativa)^ one 
for cure, another for conservation, so there is 
a double spiritual medicine, to wit {curativa 
et conservativa), one for cure, another for 
conservation ; repentance for the cure, the 
oucharist for conservation," &c. 



CHAPTEE XIV. 

MR PRTNNE's TWELVE ARGUMENTS, BROUGHT 
TO PROVE THAT THE LORD's SUPPER IS A 
CONVERTING ORDINANCE, DISCUSSED AND 
ANSWERED. 

It shall be now no hard business to an- 
swer Mr Pry nne's twelve arguments, brought 
by him to refute my assertion, that the sa- 
crament of the Lord's supper is no convert- 
ing ordinance. See VindiCf p. 41 — 45. 

Tirst, He tells us we grant that moral 
carnal Christians, and all such as are not 
convicted of scandalous sins, are to be ad- 
mitted to the sacrament. '^ Therefore, 
doubtless (saith he), it is and was intended 



by Christ for a converting ordinance to all 
such as these, to turn them from their evil 
ways, and work saving grace within their 
hearts, since it can have no other proper 
primary effect in such. Certainly God and 
Christ bestow no ordinances upon men in 
vain ; therefore, their intentions in institut- 
ing this supper, even for such visible, mo- 
ral, unregenerate Christians, as well as real 
saints, must necessarilv be for their con- 
version, not their connrmation and sealing 
only." 

Ans, Lapsus in initio mali augurii est. 
He confoundeth here things most different. 

1. He confoundeth our aamitting of com- 
municants, with God's intention to do good 
to their souls ; and his argument runs upon 
this mistake, that God intendeth good to 
the souls of all who come to the Lord's tft- 
ble, though wicked close hypocrites; and 
since this good cannot be sealing only, it 
must be conversion. But it is neither seal- 
ing nor conversion, nor any good at all 
which Gk)d intends b^ that ordinance to 
them that perish, yet it is not in vain ; for 
he himself tells us, p. 34, that even in these, 
the minister administering the sacrament is 
a sweet savour to Grod, who hath appointed 
the sacrament *' secondarily and contingent- 
ly, to be a means of aggravating men's sins 
and condemnation, to magnify nis justice." 

2. There is a most dangerous mistake in 
that which he saith of the intentions of Grod 
and of Christ. If he mean of what God 
intendeth or purposeth in the counsel of his 
own will, that, in this sense, God intendeth 
the conversion of those that perish, is to 
make void and frustraneous, the degree, will, 
and intention of God, which is gross Armi- 
nianism and Jesuitism. But if he mean 
Jinis operisj the proper end for which the 
sacrament was instituted, and the good which 
the word of Gk)d tells us we ought to seek, 
and may, through the grace of God, find in 
the sacrament, then, m that sense, to say 
that Christ's intention, in instituting this sa- 
crament, was for conversion of moral unre- 
generate Christians, is merely a begging of 
what is in question. The like I say of that 
proper primary effect of the sacrament in 
such. If he mean the proper primary effect 
decreed in the secret counsel of God, he 
mires himself in Arminianism ; if he mean 
the proper primary effect of the sacrament, 
in respect oi its own nature, this is but pe- 
tere principium. 3. All who pretend right 
to the sacrament, are either visible saints, 
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qualified aocording to the rule of Christ, 
and such as the eldership (examining their 
profession and practice according to the 
rules of the word) judgeth fit to be ad- 
mitted to the sacrament; or they are not 
such. If they be such, then the end and 
use of the sacrament in reference to them, 
is to be a sealing ordinance; for the el- 
dership judgeth and supposeth them fit to 
be sealed and confirmed, so far as they can 
understand, and in that capacity do admit 
them, God only being able to judge close 
hypocrites. If they 1^ not qualified, as I 
have said, then we do not grant that they 
ought to be admitted. 

His second argument hath no strength 
at all. All ordinances which strengthen 
mrace, do more or less begin or beget it, and 
the Directory itself caUs the sacraments 
means of grace, p. 62. What then ? The 
Director^/ calls this sacrament a means of 
grace, because by it " Christ and all his be- 
nefits are applied and sealed up unto us," 
and we *' are sealed up by his Spirit to an 
assurance of happiness and everlasting life." 
But, saith he, why may not the sacraments 
convert as well as confirm ? I have given 
many reasons for it. If he could prove that 
what confirms doth also convert, why did he 
not do it ? If he could not prove it, why 
brings he a strong affirmation instead of an 
argument ? As for that which he addeth, 
that the Lord's supper is received not once, 
as baptism, but fi:equentlv, " for this very 
end, that those who often Ml into sin through 
infirmity, may likewise, by this supper, of- 
ten rise again, be refreshed, comforted, and 
get strength against their corruptions and 
sins ; and is it not then a converting as well 
as confirming ordinance ?" What a waver- 
ing is here ! Is the raising, refreshing, and 
comforting of those who often fall t&ough 
infirmity, the conversion or first grace which 
now we dispute of? or whether doth he not 
here yield the cause ? For the refreshings 
and comforting, and strengthening of those 
who fall through infirmity, is the effoct of a 
confirming, not of a converting ordinance. 
And, in t£is sense, divines have given a rea- 
son why we are but once baptized, but do often 
receive the Lord's supper, because baptism is 
the sacrament of our initiation, the laver of 
regeneration (I mean not that which hath 
been called baptismal regeneration, fancied 
to be common to all the baptized, but I mean 
that which is wrought in and sealed to the 
elect baptized) ; the Lord's supper is the 



sacrament of our spiritual nourishment and 
strengthening ; and it is enongh to be once 
bom, once regenerate, but we must be often 
nourished and strengthened. 

His third argument is this: The very 
receiving of the sacrament, '* even in un- 
regenerate persons," is accompanied with 
such things *' as are most effectual to con- 
vert." As, 1, " With a previous external 
serious examination of their own hearts and 
estates between God and their own con- 
sciences. 2. A solemn searching out of all 
their open or secret sins and corruptions, past 
or present, accompanied with a serious, par- 
ticular, private confession of them, &c. 3. 
Pious, soul-ravishing meditations, &c., which 
make deep temporary impressions on their 
hearts. Flexanimous exhortations, admoni- 
tions, comminations, directions, prayers by 
the ministers in the congregations, before, 
in, and after this duty.'° Whereupon he 
leaveth it to every man's conscience to judge 
whether this sacrament is not " more likdy 
to regenerate and change their hearts and 
lives, than the bare word preached, or any 
other ordinance. 

Ans. 1. Here is a lump of wild, uncouth, 
and most erroneous divinity. Who ever 
heard of an external examination of men's 
hearts between God and their own con- 
science ? or, 2. Tliat unregenerate per- 
sons can and do seriously examine their own 
hearts, and search out all their sins, with a 
hearty contrition and humiliation for them ? 
&c. ; or, 3. That " deep temporary impres- 
sions on their hearts" are most effectual to 
convert and regenerate (for he doth enume- 
rate all these as particulars most effectual to 
convert) ; or, 4. That in the very receiving 
of the sacrament, men hear the minister's 
prayers in the congregation; 5. That this 
sacrament '^ is more likely to regenerate 
than the bare word preached (I suppose he 
means not the word without the Spirit, for 
nobody holds the bare word in that sense 
to regenerate, but preaching without other 
concurring ordinance), or any other ordi- 
nance," which if it be, he cannot choose but 
allow to give the sacrament of the Lord's 
supper to excommunicated persons, and to 
the unbaptized, whether heathens or Jews, 
being of age and desiring to receive it. 

Secondly, If all the whole antecedent 
part of his argument were granted, the con- 
sequence is nought; for tnis must be the 
consequence : If examination of men's hearts, 
the searching out of all their sins, confes- 
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sion, contrition, prayers, vows, meditations, 
exhortations, which do accompany the sacra- 
ment, be most effectual to convert and to 
beget grace, then the sacrament is a con- 
verting ordinance. Which consequence he 
will never prove. Put the case, that self- 
examination, confession, prayers, vows, me- 
ditations, exhortations, at tne caUing of a 
parliament, at the going out of an army, at 
the choosing of magistrates or ministers, at 
the death of parents, friends, &c., prove 
effectual to conversion, shall we therefore 
say that the calling of a parliament, the 
going out of the army, the choosing of mi- 
nisters or magistrates, the death of parents 
or friends, are converting ordinances ? 

His fourth argument alone is syllogistical 
(I wish all his arguments throughout his 
whole book had been such, that the strength 
or weakness thereof might the sooner ap- 
pear) : " That ordinance wherein we most 
immediately converse with God and Christ, 
and have more intimate, visible, sensible 
communion with them than in any other, 
is certainly the most powerful and effectual 
ordinance of all others, to humble, regene- 
rate, convert, and beget true grace within 
us, &c. But the sacrament of the Lord's 
supper, by our antagonist's own confession, is 
such ;" therefore, • 

Ans. 1. I retort his aimiment against 
himself. That ordinance wherein we most 
immediately converse with God and Christ, 
and have more intimate communion with 
them than in any other, is a sealing, con- 
firming, but not a converting ordmance. 
For they who are converting have not such 
intimate communion and immediate convers- 
ing with God and Christ, as they who are 
already converted, and do walk with God, 
as Enoch did, and are filled ^' with all joy 
and peace in believing," Eom. xv. 13 ; even 
with "joy unspeakable and full of glory," 1 
Pet. i. 8. The daughters of Jerusalem be- 
ing sick of love for Christ, yet are far from 
that communion with him which his spouse, 
longer acquainted with him, did enjoy, there- 
fore they ask at her, whither her beloved was 
gone, that they might seek him with her. 
Song of Sol. vi. 1. Hath the child, fed with 
milk, more communion and conversing with 
his father than the son come to years, who 
eateth and drinketh at his father's table? 
Do we not see often a fervent convert like 
Apollos, whom an Acquilla and Priscilla 
must take and expound unto him the way of 
God more perfectly ? Acts xviii. 26, 26. 



2. I deny his proposition as he frames it, 
for the plain English of it is this : If it be 
a sealing, comforting, confirming ordinance, 
then it is a convertmg ordinance ; which I 
clear thus : He takes his medium from his 
antagonist's concession, for they accord, saith 
he, tnat we have more immediate commu- 
nion with God in this ordinance than in any 
other; for as much as, in this sacrament, 
Christ is "more particularly applied, and 
the remission of our sins more sensibly seal- 
ed to us than in any other ordinance : from 
whence I thus infalhbly conclude against 
these opposites." Then follows his argu- 
ment, which is no other than a putting of 
the converted in the condition of the un- 
converted, or the unconverted in the capa- 
city of the converted ; or to prove it con- 
verts, because it seals. 

3. If this sacrament be " the most pow- 
erful and effectual ordinance of all others, 
to humble, regenerate, convert, and beget 
true grace," it will follow that we ought (at 
least may) give the sacrament not only to 
the most ignorant and scandalous within the 
church, but to Turks, pagans, Jews, and to 
excommunicated persons, as I said before. 

4. He challengeth his antagonists for cry- 
ing up and magnifying this sacrament above 
the word preached, and by way of opposi- 
tion tells them, that he hath, in some for- 
mer tractates, proved " God's presence and 
Spirit to be as much, as really present, in 
otner ordinances as in this," VindiCy p. 37. 
Yet now I see no man who doth so much 
as himself magnify the sacrament above the 
word. 

6. Whereas he brings this proof for his 
major proposition, " Because tne manifesta- 
tion, revelation, and proximity of God and 
Christ to the soul, is that which doth, most 
of all, humble and convert it." K this hold 
true in the generality, as he propounds it, 
then the spirits of just men made perfect 
and glorified, are converted by the revela- 
tion and proximity of God and of Christ, 
whereof they have inconceivably more than 
the saints on earth. But neither in this 
world doth the manifestation and revelation 
of God and of Christ, prove conversion and 
regeneration to be injierij at that instant, 
when God so manifesteth and revealeth 
himself, which is the thing he had to prove. 
I give instances in divers of those scriptures 
cited by himself: Grod's reveahng of himself 
to Job, chap, xxxviii. 42 ; te Isaiah, chap, 
vi. ; Christ's manifesting of his power to 
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Peter, Luke v., was after,' not at, their con- 
version ; so that, Psal. cxlviii. 14. But he- 
terogeneous impertinent quotations of Scrip- 
ture are usual with him, I am sorry I have 
cause to say it. Some other scriptures, which 
here he dteth, may be expounded of Grod's 
proi^imity to us, and ours to God, in conver- 
sion : Isa. Iv. 6 ; Zeph. ii. 17 ; Ejph. ii. 17 ; 
James iv. 7. But that this kind otproximity 
which doth convert, is in the sacrament, he 
hath supposed but not proved. 

His ^nh argument is taken from the con- 
verting power of the word. That which 
makes conversion by the word, is the parti- 
cular application of Christ and the promises. 
Now, tne sacrament doth most particularly 
and effectually apply Christ and the pro- 
mises ** unto every communicant's eyes, ears, 
heart, and soul, far livelier than the word 
preached." 

Ans. 1. This is a mere fallat^, d dicto 
secundum quid ad dictum simpticiter^ and 
easily discovered. The sacrament applieth 
Christ, but to whom ? Not to the uncon- 
verted and unbelievers (for that were to dive 
a seal without a charter), but to those tnat 
are supposed to be converted, and believers. 
He had this to prove, that the sacrament 
doth apply Christ s death, passion, and me- 
rits to unconverted persons, and to unbe- 
lievers, yea, to their heart and soul. 2. 
That the sacrament doth apply the death, 
passion, and merits of Christ, to the com- 
municant's earsy and that far livelier than 
the word preached, is to me a riddle, which, 
I think, will trouble Mr Prynne himself to 
expound. 3. A jgreat controversy there 
hath been about the oral or corporal man- 
ducation of the of body Christ in the sacra- 
ment; but Mr Prynne outrunneth here 
all Ubiquitaries in the world, for he hath 
said no less than that every conmiunicant 
eateth spiritually, and by fidth, the body of 
Christ, even unconverted persons ; for he 
saith, that this sacrament " Doth most par- 
ticularly, fiilly, lively, and sensibly, apply 
the promises ; yea, the death, passion, and 
merits of Chnst, unto every communicant's 
eyes, ears, heart and soul ;" which is, plain- 
ly, universal grace to all who ever received 
this sacrament (and so to Judas, according 
to his principles), and to all who ever shafi 
receive it. 4. Whereas he would confirm 
this which he saith by his antagonist's con- 
fession, I do not think he can give any con« 
scientious account of that word. Who said 
it, or where? He must needs hold univer- 



sal grace, hold it who will. 6. Here lies 
the strength of his aimiment : The word 
converts by applving C£rist ; therefore the 
sacrament, whu^ doth more lively apply 
Christ to every communicant, must be a 
converting ordinance ; which necessarily im- 
plieth, that all who receive the sacrament 
are converted. Yea, if application infer 
conversion, as the effect of tne application, 
the saints and believers themselves must be 
again constituted in the first article of con- 
version, and transition from the estate of 
nature and unregeneration. 6. The applica- 
tion of Christ in the word unto conversion, 
is a thing of another nature than the sacra- 
mental application of Christ, and therefore, 
like effects, ought not to be ascribed unto 
these ordinances; for the application of 
Christ, made in the word preached to the 
unconverted to convert them, is per in- 
Jluxum physicum^ bv a most efficacious life- 
giving influence, as when Elisha applied him- 
self to the Shunnamite's dead chud, or like 
that, Ezek. xvi. 6; John v. 25; xi. 43. 
But this manner of influence or casuality is 
denied to the sacrament by many of the 
schoolmen and Papists themselves. So much 
of his fifth argument, which I thought to 
answer in two words, if the many absurdi- 
ties in it had given me leave. 

His sixth argument is this: All grant 
that God doth as effectually convert by the 
eye, as by the ear. All grant. I deny it ; 
and, I verily believe, he can produce very 
few authors (if any) for it. He ought not 
to speak so great words without good war- 
rants, which here, I am sure, he bath not. 
Well; but he will prove the thing itself. 
1. He tells us of the book of nature, and of 
the creatures, by which we are instructed, 
&c. But either he means that the very 
book of nature can and doth effectually and 
savingly convert to faith in Christ, and to 
true sanctification, or not. If the affirma- 
tive, then the heathens who lived and died 
in paganism, had sufficient means and helps 
to conversion and faith in Christ (for those 
pagans had the book of the creatures to in- 
struct them, as is expressed in some scrip- 
tures cited by himself) ; and so there may 
be salvation, and the means thereof, without 
the church. If this be not his meaning, but 
that the book of nature instructeth us con- 
cerning many things of God, yet doth not 
teach us to know Christ and all things ne- 
cessary to salvation, far less doth effectually 
and savingly convert, then he hath said no- 
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thing to that point which he had to prove. 
2. He saith that all the sacrifices of the old 
law, and circumcision, and the passover, did 
teach Grod's people who participated of them, 
or were present at them, by the eye, and 
were converting ordinances, " as all do and 
must acknowle^e." 

Ans, 1. Here is another tinkling cymbal. 
Do all acknowledge that the sacraments of 
the Old Testament were converting ordi- 
nances ? There can be no rational account 
^ven hereof. Certeinly our writers before 
cited, and divers others who deny the sacra- 
ments of the New Testament to be convert- 
ing ordinances, never meant to admit that 
the sacraments of the Old Testament were 
converting ordinances. 2. How circumci- 
sion did teach, by the eye, those who did 
participate of that ordinance, and so infants, 
is another riddle. 3. If sacrifices under the 
law had been converting ordinances, yet that 
cannot be a just parallel to sacraments, ex- 
cept seeking to make the Lord's supper a 
converting ordinance we convert itself into 
a sacrifice for sin, as Papists do; but neither 
doth he offer the least colour of reason to 
prove that all the external sacrifices of the 
old law were converting ordinances, which 
here he affirmeth. The Apostle speaketh 
otherwise of the tegal sacrifices, which he 
saith *' could not make him that did the 
service perfect, as pertaining to the con- 
science," Heb. ix. 9 ; and, therefore, calls 
all those rites " cardinal ordinances," ver. 
10 ; for though they were spiritual, in re- 
gpect of their signification and typifying of 
Christ, and sealing the covenant of grace to 
the faithful in the Old Testament, yet they 
were not spiritual in regard of their giving 
of grace, or working conversion, or purging 
the conscience, for they had no such opera- 
tion nor effect. 

Fourthly, Mr Prynne confirms his pre- 
sent argument by the miracles of the pro- 
Ehets, Christ, and the apostles, which, saith 
e, " converted thousands without preach- 
ing, did convert and regenerate men by the 
eye without the ear," for proof whereof he 
cites abundance of texts of Scripture, which 
do not prove what he saith ; nay, some of 
them prove the contrary. 

Some of the scriptures cited do not prove 
conversion and regeneration by miracles, but 
either confirmation, as John ii. 11, — after 
the miracle, it is added, '' And his disciples 
believed on him," — or some preparatory ini- 
tial work before regeneration, as that, John 



iii. 2. Mr Prynne will hardly prove that 
Nicodemus was already regenerated at that 
instant, when he knew not what regenera- 
tion was ; or that those, John ii. 23, who 
believed on Christ when they saw his mira- 
cles at the feast, had any more than a tem- 
porary faith, it being said of them, that 
" Jesus did not commit himself unto them, 
because he knew all men," Actsii. 12. Luke 
V. 25, 26, tells us of some who, at the sight 
of miracles, were stricken with fear and 
amazement, and gave glory to Grod, which 
proves not that miracles did convert, but 
convince. The like I say of 1 Kings xviii. 
38, 39. Other texts cited by him make 
express mention of the word as a mean of 
the conversion which was wrought, as John 
iv. 60, " The man believed the word that 
Jesus had spoken ;" and this was before the 
miracle, John vii. 31 ; many believed, but 
they heard Christ preach, ver. 14. So, John 
xi. 45, those Jews who believed on Christ 
after they had seen the miracle, did also 
hear that which Christ said ; yea, their be- 
lieving is mentioned as an effect of their 
hearing, ver. 41, 42. So, Acts vi. 8, Ste- 
phen did, indeed, great miracles ; but the 
multiplying of the number of the disciples is 
referred to the word, ver. 7. Acts vi. 8, 
it is expressly said, " And the people, with 
one accord, gave heed unto those things 
which Philip spake, hearing and seeing the 
miracles which he did." Qua fide hath Mr 
Prynne cited this very text to prove that 
men were converted by miracles without the 
word, by the eye, without the ear. Some 
other scriptures by him quoted, prove only 
a popular confluence and the multitude's fol- 
lowing of Christ, having seen his miracles, 
as John vi. 2 ; xi. 47, 48 ; Matt. xv. 30, 31. 
For " the people were inclined to hearken 
to doctrine by miracles, which moveth natu- 
ral men to flock together to see strange 
things," saith Mr Hussey's Plea for Chris- 
tian Magistracy^ p. 30, which he is pleased 
to clear by people's flocking to a mounte- 
bank. Other texts which he citeth speak of 
miracles, but not a syllable of conversion or 
regeneration wrought by miracles, as Acts xv. 
12; xix. 11, 12. Among the rest of the 
texts, he citeth John vi. 26, " Ye seek me, 
not because ye saw the miracles, but because 
ye did eat of the loaves and were filled." 
And hence, forsooth, he will prove that 
miracles did convert and regenerate men. 
I had not touched these particulars, were 

it not that I desire Mr rrynne himself, 
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in the fear of God, may be convinced of 
his makinff too bold with the Scripture, in 
citing ancT applying it very &r Zisa, and 
that, for the future, his reader maj be wary, 
and not take from him, upon trust, a heap 
of scriptural quotations, such as often he 
bringeth. 

In the fourth place he tells us^ That 
"the things we see with our eyes do more 
affect and beget deeper impressions in our 
hearts than the things we hear." He means 
(I think) do more effectually convert, for 
so he makes the application, that *^ the 
very beholding of Cm^ist's person, passion, 
without tiie word, were the most effectual 
means of working contrition, conversion," 
&C. Well : What is his proof? He citeth 
Christ's words to his disciples, " Blessed are 
your eyes, for they see" (without adding the 
rest, " and your ears, for they hear") ; and 
Simeon's words, " Mine eyes have seen thy 
salvation," as if, forsooth, either Simeon or 
the apostles had been converted and regene- 
rated by the seeing of Christ's person. He 
cites also Luke xxiii. 46 — 48, as if all who 
(beholding Christ's passion and death) smote 
upon their breasts, had been, by that si^ht, 
converted and regenerated. That the thmgs 
we behold with our eyes, if they be great or 
strange things, work deep impressions, there 
can be no doubt of it ; but that the hearing 
of great things may not work as deep im- 
pressions, or that seeing without hearing 
doth convert and regenerate, hath been 
strongly affirmed by Mr Prynne, but not 
yet proved. 

I proceed to his seventh argument, which 
is this : The most melting, soul-changing 
meditation, is the serious contemplation of 
Christ's death and passion. No meditation 
comparable to this, to " regenerate and con- 
vert a carnal heart." And is not this " ef- 
fectually represented to our eyes, hearts, in 
this very sacaratment, in a more powerful, pre- 
vailing manner, than in the word alone ?" 

Ans, That which he had to subsume and 
prove is, that this sa«mment worketh in an 
unreg^oerate carnal heart, such soul-chang- 
ing meditations of the death and passion of 
Christ, as it never had before (the soul hav- 
mg never before been regenerate), which be- 
ing the point to be proved, why did he not 
prove it, if he could ? No doubt the sacra- 
ment is a most powerM mean to beget, in 
the hearts of believers and regenerate per- 
sons, most humbling and melting medita- 
tions concerning the death of Christ; bat 



that it begetteth any soul-changing or rege- 
nerating meditations in those m whom vie 
word hath never yet begun the work of re- 
generation and conversion, I do as much 
disa^ee in this as I agree in the other. 

The eighth argument which he brings is 
from comparing the sacrament with afflic- 
tions. '^ Our own corporal external afflic- 
tions are many times, without tlie word, the 
means of our repentance and conversion imto 
God, &c. Then much more the sacrament, 
wherein the afflictions of Christ himself are 
so visibly set forth before our eyes." 

Ans. 1. It is a very bad consequence, for 
the strength resolves into this principle. An 
unregenerate carnal man will be more af- 
fected and moved with the representation ^of 
Christ's afflictions, than with the feeling of 
his own corporal afflictions. 2. Affliction 
doth not convert, without the word either 
going before or a^x^ompanying it (unless we 
say uiat pagans or TurKs may be converted 
savingly by affliction before ever they hear 
the word) : PsaL xciv. 12, " Blessed ia the 
man whom thou chastenest, and teachest 
him out of thy law." Job xxxvi. 8 — 10^ 
" And if they be bound in fetters, and 
holden in cords of affliction; then he 
showeth them their work,, and their tranft- 
gression that they have exceeded. He 
openeth also their ear to discipline, and 
commandeth that they return from iniquity." 
Behold conversion by afflictions, but not 
without the word. While Mr Prynne goeth 
about to prove that afflictions convert with- 
out the word, the first text he citeth is 
Psal. cxix. 67, 71 » where express mention is 
made of the word. 3. As for Manasseh's 
conversion, 2 Qiron. xxxiii. 11, 12, it was 
wrought by the means of affliction setting 
home upon his conscience that word of Grod 
mentioned in the verse immediately precedi- 
ing, which saith, *' And the Lord spake to 
Manasseh and to his people, but they would 
not hearken." Let him show the like in^ 
stance of the conversion by the sacrament of 
such as would not hearken to the word, and 
I shall yield the cause. The word is ex- 
press, that affliction is one special powerM 
mean of conversion, but it no where saith 
any such thing of the sacrament. 4. It was 
also incumbent to him to prove that afflic- 
tions do convert without the word, not only 
at such times and in such places as do s^ 
quester a person from the nberty of hear- 
ing the word preached, but also when and 
where the word is freely enjoyed ; otherwise 
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how far is he from ooncludinff by analogy 
the point he had to prove ? which is, that an 
unregenerate personlivingunder the ministrv 
of the gospel, and being an oidinary hearer, 
never converted by the word, may neverthe- 
less (according to the dispensation of the 
grace of God revealed in Scriptm*e) be con- 
verted by the sacrament received ? 

His ninth argument is this, '* That ordi- 
nance whose unworthy participation is a 
means of our spiritual obduration, must, by 
the rule of contraries, when worthily re- 
ceived, be the instrument of our mortificar 
tion, conversion, salvation. But the imwor- 
thy receiving of the sacrament is a means," 
&c. 

Ans. 1. This argument doth necessarily 
suppose, that an unconverted, unmortified, 
unworthy person, while such, may yet wor- 
thily receive (and so bv that means be con- 
verted) the contrary whereof I have demon- 
strated in my tenth argument. 2. If the 
sacrament be not worthily received, with- 
out repentance, faith, and self-examination 
(for which cause men are dehorted to come, 
except they r^ent, &c.), then there is per- 
fect nonsense in the argument ; for to say 
that the sacrament, when worthily received, 
is the instrument of conversion, is as much 
as this, — The sacrament is an instrument of 
conversion to those who are already con- 
verted. 3. That rule of conti^aries is ex- 
tremely misapplied. The rule is OppositO' 
rum, quatenvLS talia, opposita sunt attri'- 
huta: contraries have contrary attributes. 
The comparison must be made secundum 
differentiasquibusdissident^^ otherwise that 
old fallacy were a good argument, A single 
life is good, therefore marriage is evil ; vir- 
ginity is pure, therefore marriage is impure : 
whereas marriage and single me are not op- 
posed in the point of good and evil, purity 
and impurity, but in the point of immimity 
from worldly cares and troubles. So it is a 
bad consequence (at least against us), un- 
worthy receiving of the sacrament is an in- 
strument of obduration, therefore worthy 
receiving of it is a mean of conversion. For 
we hold that worthy receiving and unworthy 
receiving are not opposed in point of con- 
version, but in point of sealing : the wor- 
thy receiving seals remission and salvation ; 
the unworthy receiving seals judgment. But 
Mr Piynne still takes for granted what he 
had to prove ; viz., that this particular is one 

1 Vide Kekerm. System. Log., lib. 3, cap. 20. 



of those differenticB quibus dissident ista 
opposita. 

Gome on to his tenth argument. It is 
taken from the ends for which this sacra- 
ment was ordained : 1. The keeping in me- 
mory Christ's death. 2. The ratification 
and sealing of all the promises, and cove- 
nant of grace, unto the receivers' souls. 3. 
To be a pledgre and symbol of that most 
near and eUal communion which Chris. 
tians have with Christ, and that spiritual 
union which they enjoy with him. 4. To 
feed the communicants' souls in assured hope 
of eternal life. 5. To be a pledge of their 
resurrection. 6. To seal unto them the 
assurance of everlasting life. 7. To bind 
them as it were by an oath of fidelity to 
Christ. Whereupon he asketh how it is 
possible that this sacrament ''should not^ 
both in God's intention and Christ's ordina- 
tion, be a converting as well as a sealing or- 
dinance, since that which doth seal all 9iese 
particulars to men's souls, &c., must needs 
more powerfully persuade, pierce, melt, re- 
lent, convert an obdurate heart and unre- 
generate sinner, than the word itself?" 

Ans, 1. His argument may be strongly re- 
torted against himself, divers of these ends 
of the sacrament being such as are incom- 
petent and inapplicable to obdurate and un- 
regenerate sinners. How did he imagine 
that even to such as these, the sacrament 
doth ratify and seal to their souls all the 
promises and covenant of grace, they not 
having yet closed with Christ in the cove- 
nant? Or how will he make it to appear 
that this sacrament is a pledge of a most near 
union and communion with Christ, even to 
those who are yet far from any union with 
Christ ? Or how shall they be fed in hope 
and sealed in assurance of everlasting lite, 
who are yet under the curse of the law and 
state of condemnation ? Surely Mr Prynne, 
granting here that the sacrament is ordained 
of Chnst to seal, and that it '' doth seal 
all these particulars to men's souls," doth 
thereby yield the whole cause. For that 
which doth seal all these particulars to 
men's souls, most certainly doth not con- 
vert, but presuppose conversion. 2. If this 
sacrament be by Grod's intention a convert- 
ing ordinance, and God's intention being by 
him distinguished firom Christ's ordination, 
whether doth it not necessarily follow both 
fi:om this and from his first argument (unto 
which this gives more light), mat God did, 
in the secret counsel of his will, intend and 
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decree the conversion of " the flintiest heart 
and obduratest spirit," as he speaketh ; and 
that either this effect is wrought by the sa- 
crament in the flintiest heart and obdurat- 
est spirit (which I believe he dare not say), 
or that Grod's decree and intention is frus- 
trate ? 3. And if the sacrament " must 
needs more powerfully persuade, pierce, 
melt, relent, convert an obdurate heart and 
unregenerate sinner than the word itself," 
how then can he either exclude pagans, or 
dehort impenitent unworthy persons from 
the sacrament ? 

His eleventh argument is the grossest and 
most palpable petitio principii of any that 
ever I met with, and to be offered to none 
except such as cannot distinguish between 
that which is affirmed, and that which is 
proved. First, He tell us what true conver- 
sion is, and then asks if anything be so pre- 
valent to effect this as the sacrament. This, 
therefore, I pass. 

His twelfth and last argument is an ap- 
pealing to the experience of Christians. But 
a part of his appeal is of no use ; that is, 
whether this sacrament doth not strengthen 
against corruptions and temptations ; which 
doth not toucn this present jcontroversy. It 
is as little to the purpose which he saith of 
conversion by preparations to the sacrament, 
which may be by the word, prayer, &c. 
But that many thousands of converted Chris- 
tians will experimentally affirm, that the re- 
ceiving of the sacrament was the first effec- 
tual means of their conversion, " yea, that 
they had not been converted had they been 
debarred from it for their former scandalous 
sins," I do as confidently deny it as he affirm- 
eth it; and if any who hath been a scandalous 
liver, whose heart was never yet turned, 
humbled, broken, changed by the word, nor 
by any other mean of grace, should affirm 
that his very receiving of the sacrament did 
effectually convert him, I durst not herein 
give credit to him ; for " to the law and to 
uie testimony ; if they speak not according 
this word, it is because there is no light in 
them." And whereas he concludes, " For 
shame, therefore, disclaim this absurd irreli- 
gious paradox, for which there is not the 
least shadow of Scripture or solid reason ;" 
I shall wish him for shame to disclaim this, 
and many such like expressions, more bold 
and arrogant than either prudent or con- 
scientious. And the intelligent reader who 
consideretii my twenty arguments for that 
which he calls so absurd, and my answers to 



all his twelve arguments, will easily Judge 
where the shame and irreligiousness will he. 
If at his door let him look to it. Alba li- 
gustra cadunt, vaccinea nigra leguntur. 

All that he addeth, p. 46 — 47, being at 
best rhetorical, not rational, and a super- 
structure upon that foundation, that the 
Lord's supper is a converting ordinance, it 
needs no battering, but £dls of itself, the 
foundation being taken away. And as we 
ought not nor cannot, without sin, suspend 
scandalous sinners from the sacrament, if it 
be a converting ordinance (upon which sup- 
position also both the advice of the As- 
sembly of Divines, and the ordinance of 
parliament concerning suspension from the 
sacrament, were most sinful and unlawful), 
so if it be not a converting but a sealing or- 
dinance (which I hope is now Itice clariys) 
there needs no other argument for the sus- 
pension of scandalous sinners living in gross 
reigning sins, but this, that the end and use 
for which this sacrament was instituted, is 
not conversion, which these need, but sealing 
and confirmation, of which they are incapa- 
ble, they being such as ought to be kept 
back d signis gratice divince, as divines 
speak. For how shall these that in words 
profess Grod, but in their works deny him, 
be sealed with the seals or marked with the 
marks of the favour and grace of God ? Most 
certainly this question concerning the nature, 
end, and use of the sacrament, casts the bal- 
ance of the whole controversy concerning 
suspension; which I have ther^ore been the 
larger upon. 

And whereas Mr Prynne concludeth, p. 
47, with a large citation out of Lucas Osi- 
ander, Enchir. contra Anabapt,, cap. 6, 
quest. 3, for that he shall have this return : 
First, All that Osiander there saith, is 
brought to prove this point against the An- 
abaptists, Quod etsi unum aut alterum vi- 
deamus in ecclesia aliqua Jlagitiosum, 
propterea neque secessionem faciendam, 
neque a sacris congressibTis, aut coena 
Domini Christiano abstinendum : That 
although in some church we see some one 
or other flagitious person, yet a Christian is 
not therefore either to make a separation, 
or to abstain from the sacred assemblies or 
the Lord's supper; which is not the question 
now agitated between us. Secondly, After 
that passage cited against us, Mr Prynne 
might have taken notice of another passage 
which maketh against himself : Where the 
Anabaptists did object to the Lutheran 
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churches' admitting of scandalous persons 
to the sacrament, Osiander denieth it ; 
for, saith he, although we cannot help hypo- 
crites coming to the Lord's table, nos ta-^ 
men scienter neminem admittimits, nisi 
peccatores poenitenteSy '8fc., yet we admit 
none willingly, except penitent sinners who 
confess then: sins and sorrow for them. 
Thirdly, Osiander, Ibid,, quest. 2, holdeth 
excommunication to be an onlinance of Grod, 
and grouhdeth it upon Matt, xviii. 15 — 17. 
Therefore Mr Prynne must seek another 
patron than Osiander. 

And now, the nature of the ordinance be- 
ing cleared, there needeth no more to con- 
fute Mr Prynne in that which he makes the 
eighth thing in controversy between him 
and his antagonists, namely, " Whether 
ministers may not as well refuse to preach 
the word to such unexcommunicated, gross, 
impenitent, scandalous Christians, whom 
they would suspend from the sacrament." 
Certainly it is not only lawful, but commanded 
as a duty, to preach both to the converted and 
to the unconverted, without excluding the 
most scandalous impenitent sinners wnoso- 
ever. But the Lord's supper being (accord- 
ing to its institution and the mina of Jesus 
Christ) a sealing or confirming ordinance 
only, it cannot without a violation of the in- 
stitution be given to known impenitent scan- 
dalous persons. Other particulars in his de- 
bate concerning this eighth point of differ- 
ence, which do require an answer, I will take 
occasion to speak unto them in the next 
chapter. 



CHAPTER XV. 

WHETHER THE ADMISSION OF SCANDALOUS 
AND NOTORIOUS SINNERS TO THE SACRA- 
MENT OF THE lord's SUPPER, BE A POLLU- 
tion and profanation of that holy 
ordinance; and in what respects it 
may be so called. 

Mr Hussey, in his Plea, p. 2, doth very 
much mistake his mark, when, in opposition 
to what I had said concerning the polluting 
of the sacrament by the admission of the 
scandalous, he tells me out of Beza, that the 
sacraments remain effectual to the good, 
though evil men come to them ; and there- 
upon concludeth, that the sacrament is holy 
and pure to the believer, notwithstanding 
the unpreparedness of the wicked ; which is 



not the thing in question, much less is it the 
question. Whether there be any such thing 
as a pollution of the sacrament ; for this Mr 
Coleman hath yielded (though before he 
quarrelled that phrase of polluting the ordi- 
nances), giving instance in the using of 
cheese instead of bread, Male Dicis, p. 12 ; 
but the true state of the controversy may 
be laid open in these few distinctions : — 

First, As Scotus, in lib. 4, sent. dist. 3, 
quest. 2, distinguisheth two sorts of things 
which may be called necessary to a sacra- 
ment, necessarium simpliciter, and neces^ 
sarium aliqualiter, — ^the former he calls 
that without which the sacrament is no sa- 
rament ; the latter, that without which they 
that give the sacrament cannot avoid sin, or 
the want whereof maketh the minister guilty, 
— so do I distinguish two sorts of pollution of 
the sacrament, one which makes the sacra- 
ment no sacrament, but a common or un- 
hallowed thing to those that do receive it ; 
as, for instance, if the sacrament were given 
by those that are no ministers, or to those 
that are no church, or without the blessing 
and breaking of bread; another which makes 
the ministration of ihid sacrament hie et 
nunc, and with such circumstances to be 
sinful, and those that do so administer it to 
be guilty ; and so whatsoever is done in the 
ministration of the sacrament contrary to 
the revealed will of God, is a pollution of 
that ordinance. The present question is of 
the latter, not of the former. 

Secondly, Some wicked men, by their re- 
ceiving the sacrament, do only draw judg- 
ment upon themselves, and these are dose 
hypocrites ; others by their receiving of the 
sacrament do involve not themselves only, 
but others also, into sin and God's displea- 
sure, and these are scandalous notorious 
sinners. 

Thirdly, The sin of those who pollute the 
sacrament, by using it contrary to the na- 
ture and institution of it, may be the sin of 
others, and those others accessory to such 
pollution of the sacrament two ways : either 
it is the sin of the whole chm*ch, none ex- 
cepted, so that none that communicateth 
then and there can be free of the sin, as 
where the bread is elevated and worshipped, 
all the communicants are eo ipso that they 
join in the sacrament then and there, par- 
takers of the sin of bread-worship, though 
perhaps some of them do not join in the act 
of worshipping the bread, but have done 
what they could to prevent or hinder it; 
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or it is the sin onl^ of so many as hare not 
done what thej ought and might have 
done for observing the institution, rule and 
example of Jesus Christ ; and of this sort 
is the sin of communicating with scandalous 
and profane men. If private Christians 
have interposed, by admonitions given to 
die offender, and by petitions put up to 
those that have authority and power for re- 
straining the scandalous from the Lord's ta- 
ble, they have discharged their consciences, 
and may without sin communicate, though 
some scandalous members be admitted ; lor 
such persons sin in taking the sacrament, 
but worthy communicants are not partakers 
of their sin. But if church officers, who 
have a charge and authority from Jesus 
Christ to receive none whom they know to 
be unworthy, pro&ne and scandalous, shall 
notwithstanding admit sudi persons, they 
are thereby partakers of their sin ; so that 
their receiving, or rather polluting of the sa- 
crament, is imputed not to themselves only, 
but to the church officers who had authority 
to keep them back, and did it not. 

Fourthly, The suffering of a mixture of 
known wicked persons among the godly in 
the church, doth sometime defile us with 
sin, sometime not. It doth not defile us 
when we use all lawful and possible reme- 
dies against it, and, namely, when we exer- 
cise the discipline of excommunication and 
other church censures, saith Augustine, lib. 
contra Donatistas, post Collationenij cap. 
4, tom. 7- But it doth defile us, and we 
do incur sin and wrath, when the means of 
redressing such known evils are neglected, 
indisciplinata patientia (it is Augustine's 
word) ; so, to bear with wicked men as not 
to execute discipline against them, that cer- 
tainly makes us partakers of their sin, I 
mean, iii a reformed and well-constituted 
church, where the thing is practicable. But 
where it cannot be done, because of perse- 
cution, or because of the invincible opposi- 
tion either of authority or of a prevalent 
profane multitude, in tliat case we have only 
this comfort lefl us, ^^ Blessed are they that 
hunger and thi«t after righteousness ;" and, 
in magnis volmsse sat est. 

Fifthly, Neither doth this question con- 
cerning the pollution, or profanation, or 
abuse of the sacrament, concern those jpec- 
cata quotidiance incursionis, such sins of 
infirmity as all the godly, or at least the 
generality of the godly, are subject unto 
and guilty of, as long as they are in the 



world, (for then the sacrament should be 
polluted to all ; for, '* Who can say, I have 
made my heart clean, I am pure from mj 
sins ?") but only gross and scandalous sins, 
such as make the name of God, and the pro- 
fession of religion, to be evil spoken of and 
reproached, those roots oi bitterness which 
spring up, whereby many are like to be de- 
filed ; those that are guilty of such sins, and 
have given no evidence of tnie repentance, 
if they be received to the sacrament, it is a 
profaning of the ordinance. 

Now, that the admission of scandalous 
and notorious sinnera to the sacrament, in a 
reformed and constituted church, is a prewar 
nation or pollution of that ordinance, may 
be thus proved : — 

First, ParsBUs upon question 62 in the 
Heidelberg Catechism^ where it is affirmed, 
that by the admission of scandalous sinnars 
to the sacrament, the covenant of €rod is 
profaned, giveth this reason for it : Because, 
as they who, having no faith nor repentance, 
if they take the seals of the covenant, do 
thereby profane the covenant ; so they who 
consent to known wicked and scandalous 
persons' taking of the seals, or to their 
coming to the sacrament, do, by such con- 
senting, make themselves guilty of profaning 
the covenant of God (for the doer and the 
consenter Ml mider the same breach of law), 
yea, so far do they sin by such consulting, 
as that they do thereby acknowledge the 
children of the devil to be the children of 
God, and the enemies of God to be in co- 
venant, and to have fellowship with €rod. 
He distinguisheth these two things, who 
ought to come to the sacrament, and who 
ought to be admitted. None ought to come 
except those who truly believe and repent ; 
none ought to be admitted except such as 
are supposed to be believers and penitent, 
there being nothing known to the contrary. 
If any impenitent sinner take the sacra- 
ment, he profanes the covenant of God ; if 
the church admit to the sacrament any 
known to live in wickedness, without repen- 
tance, the church profaneth the covenant 
of God. 

Secondly, That ordinance which is not a 
converting but a sealing ordinance, which is 
not appointed for the conversion of sinners, 
but for the communion of saints, is certainly 
profaned and abused, contrary to the nature, 
institution, and proper end thereof, if those 
who are manifestly ungodly, profane, im- 
penitent, and unconverted, bo admitted to 
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the participation thereof. But the sacra- 
ment of the Lord's supper is not a convert- 
ing but a sealing ordnance, &c., which I 
have proved bj infallible demonstrations ; 
therefore, &c. 

Thirdly, That use of the sacrament which 
is repugnant and contradictory to the word, 
truly and faithfully preached in the name 
of Christ, is a profaning of the sacrament. 
But to give the sacrament to those who are 
known to live in gross sins without repen- 
tance, is an use of the sacrament which is 
repugnant and contradictory to the word, 
truly and faithfully preached in the name 
of Christ ; therefore, &c. 

I suppose no man will deny, that if we 
truly ana faithfully preach the word, we may 
and ought to pronounce and declare such as 
live in sin, impenitent and unconverted, to 
be under Grod's wrath and displeasure as 
long as they ccmtinue in that estate. ^* Be 
not deceived (sarth the Apostle), neither 
fornicators, nor idolater, nor adulterers, 
nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves 
with mankind, nor thieves, nor covetous, 
nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortion- 
ers, shall inherit the kingdom of God," 1 
Cor. vi. 9, 10 ; see the like, Ephes. v. 5--7. 
Whence it is, that doctrinally we warn the 
ignorant and scandalous, and all such as live 
in known sins without repentance, that they 
presume not to come ana profane that holy 
table, of which ministers are appointed by 
the Directory to give warning. How then 
can we, by giving the sacrament to such as 
these, give uie lie to the word ? For what 
other tning shall we do,^ if those whom the 
word pronounceth to have no part in the 
kingdom of Grod, nor of Christ, shall be 
admitted, as well as the godly, to eat and 
drink at the Lord's table, while known to 
continue in the committing of their damna- 
ble nns, or while it is known that " they 
have not repented of the uncleanness, and 
fornication, and lasdvionsness which they 
have committed," 2 Cor. xii. 21, — ^what is 
this but to absolve in the sacrament those 
who are condemned in the word, and to 
open the kingdom of heaven in the sacra- 
ment unto those on whom the word shut- 
tethit? 



1 Zach. Ursinns, Jadlcinm de Bisciplhis Ecelesi- 
astica, torn. 3, p. 806w — Haee enim Dei Tolantas non 
erit in sBternnm, nt eoclesia Cbristiani alicni gratiam 
Cliristi et remissionem peccatorem, annnDciatione 
verbi divini deneget^ et eidem exhlbitione sacramen- 
torum spondeat. 



Fourthly, That use of the sacrament 
which strengtheneth the bands of the wick- 
ed, so that ne tumeth not from his wick- 
edness, is an abuse and profanation of the 
sacrament. But the giving of the sacra^ 
ment to any known profane impenitent per- 
son, is such an use of the sacrament as 
strengtheneth the hands of the wicked, so 
that ne tumeth not from his wickedness ; 
therefore, 

I appeal to the experience of aD godly 
and faithful ministers, whether they have 
not found it a great deal more difficult to 
convince or convert such profane men as 
have been usually admitted to the sacra- 
ment, than to convince or convert such as 
have been kept back from the sacrament ? 
No marvel that such profane ones as have 
usually received the seals of the covenant of 
grace, and joined in the highest act of 
church communion, live in a good opinion 
of their soul's estate, and trust in lying 
w(»ds, ''Have we not eaten and drunken 
at thy table ?" The sctcrament, the sacra* 
menty as of old, The temple^ the temple. Mr 
Prynne thinks that the minister hath fully 
discharged his duty and conscience, if he 
give warning to unworthy communicants of 
tne danger they incur by their unworthy 
approaches to the Lord's table, Vindic.f p. 
28, 29. But he may be pleased to receive 
an answer from himself, p. 43, '' The things 
we see with our eyes do more affect and be- 
get deeper impressions in omr hearts than 
the things we near." The word preached 
is verbum avdibUe ; the sacrament is ver- 
bum visibile. How shall profane ones be 
persuaded, by their ears, to believe that 
whereof they see the contrary with their 
eyes ? They will give more credit in Mr 
Prynne's own opinion to the visible word 
than to the audible word. 

Fifthly, If it were a pro&nation of the 
sacrament of baptism to baptize a catechu- 
men, a Jew, or a pagan> prcnessing a resolu- 
tion to turn Christian, he being manifestly 
under the power of abominable reigning 
sins, and being still a profane and wicked 
liver, although he were able to give a sound 
and orthodox confession of faith, then it is 
also a profanati(m of the Lord's supper lo ad- 
mit unto it abominable and profane livers. 
But it were a pro&naticm of the sacrament 
of baptism^ &c. Augustine, lib. de Fide et 
Operibua, cap. 18, tells us, that the church 
did not admit whores, and such other scan- 
dalous persons, to baptism. Et nisi egerint 
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ab his mortuis operibus poenitentiam, ao- 
cedere ad baptismumnon sinuntur: And 
except they repent, saith he, from these dead 
works, they are not suffered to come mito 
baptism. Divers arguments he brings in 
that book for this thing, as, 1. That reter 
saith. Acts ii. 38, *' Repent and be bap- 
tized." 2. That the Apostle, Heb. vi. 1, 2, 
joineth repentance from dead works with 
baptism. 3. That John preached the bap- 
tism of repentance. 4. That fornicators, 
adulterers, thieves, &c., shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God ; therefore, such as are 
known to live in these sins without repen- 
tance, ought not to be baptized. 6. He ar- 
feth from 2 Cor. vi. 14 — 16, &c. Now, 
offer this query. Shall an abominable 
wicked life, murder, adultery, swearing, 
cursing, lying, or the like, keep back a man 
from so much as entering into the visible 
church by the door of baptism, and shall 
not the like abominations Keep back a man 
from fellowship with the saints at the Lord's 
table ? Is there more evidence of saintship 
required in those who come to be baptized, 
than in those who come to the Lord's table? 
If there be, let our opposites speak it out, 
and open up the riddle ; if there be not, 
then how can their tenet avoid the profana- 
tion of the Lord's table ? 

Sixthly, That ordinance which is profaned 
by admitting infants and idiots, who can 
make no good use of it, is much more pro- 
faned by admitting abominable and known 
profane persons, who make a vei'y bad use 
of it. !But the Lord's supper is profaned 
by admitting infants and idiots, who can 
make no good use of it ; therefore, &c. 

Mr Prynne, p. 29, yieldeth that children, 
fools, and distracted men, are, by a natural 
disability, made incapable of receiving the 
Lord's supper, because unable to examine 
themselves, to which, saith he, notwith- 
standing, they have been admitted in some 
churches. In what churches fools and dis- 
tracted men have been admitted to the 
Lord's supper, I should have willingly learn- 
ed from him ; for, as yet, I know not any 
such thing. Children, I know, were some- 
time admitted by the ancients, who did after- 
ward discover their own great error in that 
particular. However, he yields, as I take it, 
children and fools to be incapable of the 
Lord's supper. And why ? Because unable 
to examine themselves, in regard of natu- 
ral disability. But where there is no disa- 
bility in the natural faculties, may not a sin- 



ful disability, which a man hath drawn upon 
himself (as ignorance, drunkenness, corrupt 
and atheistical opinions, presumptuous ex- 
cusing or defending of sin), make him un- 
able to examine himself? Shall men that 
are unable to examine themselves be admit- 
ted to the sacrament, because not disabled 
by any natural disability ? Sure this was 
far from Paul's thoughts, when he delivered 
that rule concerning examining ourselves 
before the sacrament. Whoever they be 
who are unable to examine themselves, whe- 
ther naturally or sinfully, much more they 
who manifestly appear unwilling to examine 
themselves, if they be admitted and allowed 
to come to the Lord's supper, it is a high 
and heinous profanation of that ordinance. 
Wherefore, to prosecute my argument. Why 
do we exclude infants and idiots ? Because 
the Apostle saith, " Let a man examine 
himself, and so let him eat of that bread, 
and drink of that cup;" but infants and 
idiots cannot examine themselves. Now, a 
positive profanation of the sacrament is 
worse than a negative profanation of it : 
abuti is more than non bene tUu We know 
that profane impenitent sinners will not only 
make no good use of the sacrament, nor ex- 
amine themselves aright, but will abuse it 
to the worst use that can be, even to flatter 
themselves in their wickedness, and to har- 
den themselves in sin and impenitency. Mr 
Prynne will tell us, We know not but God 
may convert such at the sacrament; but 
there is not the least hint, in all the word of 
God, of any impenitent sinner converted by 
the sacrament. And, beside, it is as easy 
for God to give an idiot, or distracted man, 
his right wits, and to illuminate him with a 
self-examming knowledge and light, in the 
very instant of approacning to, or sitting 
down at, the table ; and if a possibility/, a 
peradventure it may be, and who knoweth 
but it may convert and do them, good, be a 
warrantable ground for ministers to admin- 
ister the sacrament to profane and scandal- 
ous persons, as Mr Prynne holds, p. 47, 
why shall not the same ground be as war- 
rantable for admitting idiots ? 

Seventhly, If the temple was polluted and 
profaned by the coming of profane and abo- 
minable persons into it, then is the sacra- 
ment of tne Lord's supper also profaned by 
such persons' participation of it; but the 
temple was polluted and profaned, &c. The 
reason of the consequence in the proposition 
is, because, as the temple had a sacramental 



DIVINE ORDINANCE OF CHURCH GOVERNMENT VINDICATED. 



257 



signification of Christ, and a certain ceremo- 
nial holiness, as well as the Lord's table, so 
it will be durus sermo (and, I presume, 
none of our opposites will adventure to say 
it), that such pro^aneness as did of old keep 
back men from the temple, cannot now ex- 
clude them from the sacrament. 

The assumption is largely proved in the 
first book, both from Scripture and from 
Jewish writers. That one place, Ezek. xxiii. 
38, 39 (beside divers others), cleareth it : 
" Moreover, this they have done unto me : 
they have defiled my sanctuary in the same 
day, and have profaned my sabbaths. For, 
when they had slain their children to their 
idols, then they came the same day into my 
sanctuary to profane it." You see the tem- 
ple was profaned and polluted, not only by 
those that were ceremonially unclean, but 
by idolaters and murderers, when any such 
presumed to come into the temple. 

Eighthly, I desire the scope of that place. 
Hag. ii. 11 — 14, may be considered. The 
Lord is teaching his people, that a thing 
legally holy, could not, by the touch thereof 
sancttfy that which, by the law, was common 
and -not holy, yet he which was legally un- 
clean, did defile whatsoever he touched, yea, 
though it were legally holy. " So is this 
people, and so is this nation before me, saith 
the Lord, and so is every work of their 
hands, and that which they offer there is 
unclean." The legal holiness and unclean- 
ness were significant ceremonies to teach the 
people the necessity of moral holiness, and 
the evil or danger of moral uncleanness. 
Hence God himself argues from the signifi- 
cant ceremony to the morality, so as the 
place holds forth, by necessary plain conse- 
quence, these three propositions : 1. The 
ceremonial uncleanness did signify the moral 
uncleanness, and the effect of the former 
did signify the effect of the latter. 2. Un- 
holy persons are not sanctified by their ap- 
proacmng to, or joining in holy ordinances ; 
but he tnat is filthy will be filthy still, and 
he that is unjust, unjust still. If Gk>d do 
not give them his Spirit to sanctify them, the 
ordinances cannot d!o it. 3. Yet unholy per- 
sons, while such, do defile holy ordinances, 
and that by moral as well as by ceremo- 
nial uncleanness; therefore the people them- 
selves, and every work of their hands, be- 
ing evil, the Lord, fw that cause, reckoneth 
their sacrifices to be unclean. Did profane 
persons defile the sacrifices of old, and do 
they not defile our sacraments? Nay, I 



should think this much more than that, 
there being more of the communion of 
saints in our sacraments than in their sa- 
crifices. 

The ninth argument, which alone may 
conclude the point, shall be taken from 
Matt. vii. 6, " Give not that which is holy 
unto the dogs, neither cast ye your pearls 
before swine." If the sacrament be a holy 
thing, and if profane, scandalous, impeni- 
tent sinners be dogs and swine, then to 
give the sacrament to such, is .to profane 
and pollute the sacrament, and, indeed, no 
better, but worse, than to give pearls to 
swine. Mr Prynne's reply, Vindic, p. 39, 
doth not take off this argument ; for, with- 
out any proof, he restricteth to certain par- 
ticulars that which the text saith generally, 
both of the things and of the persons. First, 
for the things, he saith, The text is princi- 
pally intended of not preaching the gospel 
to such, so that we must seclude them from 
the word, as well as from the sacrament. 
But I ask. Is it meant only of the word ? 
He hath not said so, nor wUl (I think) say 
so. Erastus himself, p. 207, confesseth it is 
meant also of the sacraments. The text 
saith not, the holy thing and the pearl, but 
" holy things, pearls." It must, therefore, 
be understood res'pective. Some are so vile, 
and so abominably, prodigiously profane, 
blasphemous, mockers, persecutors, that I 
ought not to preach to such, but to turn 
away from them to others, according to 
Christ's direction, and the Apostle's ex- 
ample. Others are such as I may preach 
unto, yet ought not to pray or give thanks 
with them, nor to admonish them (and much 
less give them the sacramentj. Others I 
may admonish and pray witn them, yet 
ought not to give them the sacrament ; and 
all these, by reason of that rule, " Give not 
that which is holy to dogs," &c. So that 
we are not bound up by this text, either to 
seclude men from the word, or otherwise 
from no holy thing. Next, the argument 
holds a fortiori from the word to the sacra- 
ment ; for, saith Parseus,^ if Christ said this 
of the word, which is common to the con- 
verted and to the unconverted, how much 
more must it be said of the sacraments. 



1 Explic. Catech. quest. 84.— Si enim Christus hoc 
dixit de verbo audibill, quod tamen institntnm est 
coDversis et non conversis vel convertendis : muUo 
magis hoc dicitur de verbo visibili hoc est de sacra- 
mentis, qnsB taatum conversis sunt instituta. 

2K 
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which are institated only for such as ture 
converted. 

As for that sort of persons which the text 
speaks of, Mr Prjnne (following Erastus, 
lib. 3, cap. 3) saith, that these dogs and 
swine are only such infidels and heathens, 
who refused to embrace the gospel, and har- 
bour the preachers of it ; or persecutors of 
the gospel, and of the ministers of it; or 
open apostates from the Christian faith, 
¥rhich they once embraced. And he citeth 
divers scriptures, which, he saith, do ex- 
pressly determine it. But he observes not, 
that the most which those scriptures prove 
is, that such men as he speaks of are dogs 
and swine, which is not the question* That 
which he had to prove is, that the dogs and 
swine which Ghnst speaks of, are orw^ infi- 
dels, or persecutors, or apostates from the 
Christian fidth. This onZy he hath boldly 
averred, but shall never prove it. It is one 
thing to prove that infidels, persecutors and 
apostates, are dogs and swine; another thing 
to prove that there are no other dogs and 
swme. That which the apostle Peter saith 
of such as, having escaped the pollutions of 
the world, and known the way of righteous^ 
ness, do afterward turn aside from the holy 
commandment, namely, that such do, with 
the dog, return to the vomit, and with the 
sow that was washed to the wallowing in the 
mire, 2 Pet. ii. 18, 20, 22, doth bdong to 
ail scandalous and backsliding Christians, 
whether they be such in doctrine or in life 
only ; and is generally so applied by divines. 
Erastus himself, p. 207, understandeth that 
vomit and puddle, 2 Pet. ii., to be the sinr 
ful pleasures of the world, relabuntur (saith 
he, glossing upon the place) ad voluptates 
moresque hujus seculi. And Solomon saith 
the same things generally of an ungodly 
wicked person, Prov. xxvi. 11, " As a dog 
retumetn to 1^ vomit, so a fool retumeth to 
his foUy." Nor is it to^be forgotten that the 
Apostle, using the words of Epimenides, 
caDs the Cretians evil beasts. Tit. i. 12, be- 
cause they professed to know God, but in 
their works denied him, being impure, diso- 
bedient, and unto ev^ good work repro- 
bate. Wherefore the precept. Matt. vii. 6, 
is rightly aj^lied by Isidorus Pelusiota, lib. 
1, epist. 143, to the denying of the sacra- 
ment to all persons of an unclean conversa- 
tion, as well as to Jews and heretics. So 
Chrysostom doth apply this text to the ex- 
cluding of known unworthy men from the 
sacrament, and this he doth, Homil. 1, de 



compunctione cordis , as I remember. And, 
Horn, 83 in Matt., he hath these words to 
the same purpose, " If thou hadst a dear 
fountain committed to thy keeping, to be 
kept clean by thee, wouldst thou let filthy 
swme come and puddle in it, how much 
more the fountain of the blood of Christ ?" 
Where, by Jilthy swine^ he understandeth 
all unworthy and scandalous persons what- 
soever, as is evident by that which follows, 
and by that also which went before, where 
he gives instance of the scandals in life and 
conversation. And upon the text itself, 
Matt, vii., he applieth it to a suspension of 
all such as were not acknowledged for visi- 
ble saints, not only from receiving, but from 
beholding, the sacrament. Hence was that 
in the ancient church, saneta sanctisy at 
which word all others were dismissed before 
the receiving of the sacrament, who were 
not accounted visible saints; hence came 
the distinction of duplex missay that is, 
duplex dimissio, Missa eatechumeno- 
rumy et missa ftdeUnm. When the cate- 
chumens were dismissed, then also to^ 
ther with them were dismissed all scanoal- 
ous persons who had scandalized the church, 
except such penitents as (having now, in a 
great measure, satisfied the church disci- 

£line, and manifested their repentance pub- 
dy, according to certain usual degrees of 
public declaration of repentance) were per- 
mitted to behold the giving and receiving 
of the sacrament, after the catechumens 
were gone (which yet, themselves, were not 
admitted to partake of, till they had gone 
through all the degrees, and finished the 
whole course of pubucly manifesting rep^i- 
tance, only in the dangw of death, they 
were permitted to receive the sacrament, be- 
fore that course was finished, if they should 
desire it). Then, last of all, after the sacra- 
ment, was the missa fideliwany the dismis- 
sion of the faithful. 

Augustine, lib, de Fide et OperibuSy cap. 
6, so applieth the prohibition of giving holy 
things to dogs, that he thence argueth against 
the administration of baptism to persons liv- 
ing in adultery (although such as have em- 
braced the orthodox doctrine), which is also 
the scope of that whole book. Now, if per- 
sons ot a profime oonversatioii, thcHieh or- 
thodox in their judgment and profession, be 
such dc^ as ought to be refused baptism 
when they desire it, surely they are also 
such dogs as ought to be remsed the Lord's 
supper. 
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Moreover, the ouly seeming advantage 
which Mr Prynne catdieth is from the word 
dogs (which yet is no advantage ; for that 
is applied generally to wicked and profane 
persons in we Scriptures above cited, and 
so Bev. xxiL 16), but he shall do well to 
observe the word swine too ; for (as Grotius 
upon the place, following Chrysostom, doth 
xnake the distinction) the do& are such as 
bark and contradict, — ^the swme such as do 
not bark and contradict, but, by an impure 
life, saith he, declare how little esteem they 
have of the holy things : which difference, 
as he conceives, the text itself doth hint ; 
for it mentioneth not only the turning again 
to rend, which is the dog's part, but the 
trampling of pearls under feet, which is the 
swine's part. 

Finally, This amiment from Matt. vii. 
hath gained so much upon Erastus himself ^ 
(lib. 3, cap. 3), that he restricteth himself to 
the admission of such only to the sacrament 
as acknowledge and confess their fault, pro- 
mise amendment, and desire to use tiie sa- 
craments rightly with the rest, so far as we 
are able to judge : which concession mil go 
far. 



CHAPTER XVI. 

AN AROUMSNT OP ERASTUS (dRAWN FROM 
THE BAPTISM OF JOHN) AGAINST THE EX- 
CLUDING OV SCANDALOUS SINNERS FROM 
THE lord's supper, EXAMINED. 

The strongest arguments of Erastus drawn 
from the Old Testament I have already dis- 
cussed. Another argument of his which de- 
serveth an answer (for I take him in his 
greatest strength) is this: John Baptist, 
saith he, did baptize all, none excepted, who 
came to him to be baptized ; yea, even the 
Pharisees and Sadducees, whom yet he call- 
ed " a generation qf vipers." 

Ans, 1, They that were baptized by John 
did confess their sins and proress repentance ; 
and Erastus himself (p. 12) brings in John 
Baptist speaking to t£ose Pharisees on this 
manner : I do not see mto your hearts, but 
he that cometh after me hath his fan in his 
hand, and will separate the chaff from the 

^ P. 107. — Sermo noster de illis est, qni crimen 
agnoscunt et confitentnr : qui emendationem pro- 
mittnnt: qui saoramentis recte cnm cateris uti, 
quantmn judicare nos possnmus, desiderant. 



wheat ; so that, though ye may deceive me 
with a feigned repentance, yet you cannot 
deceive him. Hereupon Erastus concludeth 
t^at the ministers of the gospel ought not to 
deny the sacraments to those that profess 
repentance, and ought not take upon them 
to judge of men's nearts whether they do 
truly and unfeignedly repent. Now all this 
maketh for the suspension from the sacra- 
ment of all sudi as do not confess their sins, 
nor profess repentance for the same :^ the 
drunkard that will not confess his drunken- 
ness, the unclean person that will not con- 
fess his undeanness, the Sabbath-breaker 
that will not confess his breach of the Sab- 
bath, are, by this ground, to be excluded ; 
and so of other scandalous persons. We are 
not to judge of men's hearts, but we are to 
judge of me external agns of repentance, 
whether sin be confessed, and repentance 
declared, by some hopeful signs, or not. 

2. Neither doth his arguments frilly reach 
admission to the Lord's table, where some 
further and more exact proof must be had 
o£ one's fitness and qualification for the com- 
munion of samts. Even those that are of age 
when they are baptized are but incipienteSy 
— ^when tney come to the Lord's table they 
ace proficientes. There is some more re- 
quired m proficients than in novices and be- 
ginners, as there is more required to fit one 
K)r strong meat than for milk. 

3. It is also a question whether those 
Pharisees that came to the baptism of John 
were indeed baptized of him, Tostatus tells 
us some think tney were not baptised,^ and 
they prove it from Luke vii* 29, 30, " And 
all the people that heard him, and itie pub- 
licans, justified Grod, being baptized with the 
baptism of John. But the Pharisees and 
lawyers rejected the counsel of God against 
themselves, being not baptized of him." 
There is a controversy whether these be the 
words of our Saviour Christ, or of the evan- 
gelist Luke ; but there can be no contro- 
versy of this, — ^that the Pharisees and law- 

1 Medina in tertiam partem, qnest. 38. — ^Yemm 
cnm non sit idem, agnoscere se peccatorem, et con- 
fiteri peccata sua, recte intelligimus eos sua peccata 
ealtem majora indicasse, et confeesos esse D. Jo- 
hanni, sicnt et Act. xix. mnlti credentium dicuntnr 
yenisse ad Faulam confitentes et annnntiantes actus 
sues. 

s Tostatus in Matt, iii., quest. 64. So Salmeron, 
torn. 4, part. 1, tract. 6. — Narrantur yenisse ad Jo- 
hannem et ad baptismum suum. Non constat an- 
tem an baptisati fuerint : nam Luke yii. diCuntur 
spreyisse consilium Dei in semet ipsos, non baptis- 
ati a Jolianne. 
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yers were not baptized of John, but the 
people and the publicans were : which may 
very well be extended to those Pharisees of 
whom we read Matt. iii. 7 ; for the Holy 
Ghost having said of the people, that they 
were baptized of John in Jordan, confessing 
their sins, he saith no such thing of the 
Pharisees, but only that they came to his 
baptism (whether to see the &shion and the 
new ceremony, or whether with an inten- 
tion to be baptized) ; after which we read 
no more but that John gave them a most 
sharp admonition, and called them a gener- 
ation of vipers, and told them that they 
should not glory in being Abraham's chil- 
dren; whereupon it may seem they went 
away displeasea and unbaptized. But when 
I compare the evangelists together, that 
which appears to me to be meant Matt. iii. 
7, concerning many of the Pharisees coming 
to the baptism of John, is, that they were 
sent from Jerusalem with a message to ask 
John, " Who art thou ?" for they who were 
sent upon that message were of the Phari- 
sees, John i. 24, and they were sent to Beth- 
abara, beyond Jordan, where John was bap- 
tizing, John i. 28 ; and a part of John's an- 
swer to them was, " I baptize with water, 
but there standeth one among you, whom 
ye know not," &c. John i. 26. In both pas- 
sages John speaks of him that was to come 
after him, whom he preferred before him- 
self; in both, he professeth he could do no 
more but baptize with water, or ministeri- 
ally ; in both, he saith he was not worthy 
to unloose the latchet of Christ's shoe. So 
that many of the circumstances do agree 
with the story. Matt, iii., and the other cir- 
cumstances are not inconsistent. In the 
other evangelists it is, "I baptize you with 
water ;" but that proves not that the Pha- 
risees who were sent to John were baptized, 
for Luke doth plainly apply those words to 
the people, Luke iii. 15, 16, 18, but when 
the Pharisees asked John, " Why baptizest 
thou ?"&c. the answer to them was not, " I 
baptize you with water," but " I baptize with 
water." The Centurists (cent. 1, lib. 1, cap. 
10) think that the Pharisees who were sent 
from Jerusalem to John, to ask him, " Who 
art thou ?" John i., were not sent from any 
good esteem which was had of John, but 
from malice, and an intent to quarrel with 
him. This they prove because John saith to 
them, " O generation of vipers, who hath 
forewarned you to flee from the wrath to 
come ?" which insinuateth a coincidency of 



these two stories related Matt, iii., John i. 
Salmeron (torn. 4, part. 1, tract. 16) thinks 
that message was sent to John out oi honour 
and respect to him, and he endeavours to 
confute the Centurists, but among all his 
answers he doth not aver (which had been 
his best reply, if he had thought it probable) 
that those words, " O generation of vipers," 
were not spoken to the Pharisees that were 
sent from Jerusalem to John. Yea, Salme- 
ron {ibid., tract. 6) himself doth in another 
place observe divers coincidences between 
the story of that which passed between 
John and the Pharisees that came to his 
baptism, and the story of that which passed 
between John and the Pharisees that were 
sent to him from Jerusalem. 

4. Erastus argueth from the admission of 
a generation of vipers to baptism, to prove 
the lawfulness of admitting a generation of 
vipers to the Lord's table. Sut I argue 
contrariwise. Such persons as desire to be 
received into the church by baptism, if they 
be pro&ne and scandalous persons, ought 
not to be baptized, but refused baptism, as 
Augustine proveth in his book, De Fide et 
Operibus ; therefore profane and scandalous 
persons ought much less to be admitted unto 
the Lord^ supper. Of which argument 
more before. 1 conclude with the Centu- 
rists:^ "John did not cast pearls before 
swine; he did not admit rashly any that 
would to baptism, but such as confessed 
their sins, that is, only such as were tried 
and did repent ; but the contumacious and 
the defenders of their impieties or crimes 
he did reject." 



CHAPTER XVIJ. 

ANTIQUITY FOR THE SUSPENSION OF ALL 
SCANDALOUS PERSONS FROM THE SACRA- 
MENT, EVEN SUCH AS WERE ADMITTED TO 
OTHER PUBLIC ORDINANCES. 

Mr Prynne, in his first query, would have 
us beheve that in the primitive times scan- 
dalous sinners were ever excommunicated 
and wholly cast out of the church, and se- 

1 Cent. 1, lib. 1, cap. 10. — Nequaqnam margaritas 
ante porcos projecit : non quoalibet temere lul bap- 
tismnm admisit, sed confitentes peccata sua, hoc 
est, exploratos, et agentes pcenitentiam tantnm: 
contumaces vero, ac defensores suarom impietatnm 
ant Bcelerum, reprobavit. 
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questered from all other ordinances, as well 
as from the sacrament. " And since (saith 
he), in the primitive times (as is evident by 
TertuUian's Apology, cap. 39, de poeni- 
tentia lib,, and others), scandalous persons 
were ever excommunicated and wholly cast 
out of the church (extra gregem dati), not 
barely sequestered from the sacrament. But 
for further clearing of the ancient discipline 
concerning suspension, I have thought good 
here to take notice of the particiuars fol- 
lowing : — 

First, That great antiquary, Albaspinceus,! 
proving that church communion or fellow- 
ship was anciently larger than partaking of 
the sacrament of the Lord's supper, he 
proves it by this argument, because many of 
those who had scandalously fallen, were ad- 
mitted to communion with the church in 
prayer and all other ordinances, the eu- 
charist only excepted. 

Next, It is well known to the searchers 
of antiquity, that there were four degrees of 
public declaration of repentance, orpdajcXav- 
oiSy cLKpoaats, vwovrwffis, avaraais ; which 
the Latins call Jletus, auditio, substratio, 
consistentia : after all which followed fiid- 
e£cs, the participation of the sacrament, 
which they were at last admitted unto, and 
is therefore mentioned by some as the fiflh 
degree, though (to speak properly) it was 
not penal, nor any degree of censure, as the 
other four were. First, The penitent was 
kept weeping at the church door, beseeching 
those that went in to pray for him ; there- 
after he was admitted to hear the word afar 
off among the catechumens ; in the third 
place, there was a preparatorv reconciliation 
or reception into the churcn, with prayer 
and imposition of hands, which being done, 
the man was in some sort admitted into 
Christian fellowship, and acknowledged for 
a brother, yet after the word and prayer he 
went forth with the catechumens before the 
sacrament. But there was a fourth degree 
after all this, he might stay in the church, 
and see and hear in the celebration of the 
sacrament, after the catechumens and the 
three first sort of penitents were dismissed, 
yet still he was suspended from partaking of 

1 Observat. lib. 1, cap. 1. — Nam eornm in lapsos 
judiciom ad eucharistiam referri nequit, quibua 
post aliqnod tempus omnia cum csBteris fratribns 
volant esse commnnia, prsBter encharistiam, cni 
enim cum fidelibus snpplicationes facere et orare 
liceret, is ad omnia qnas erant in societate Chris- 
tiana, ana excepta eucharistia, jus habere cense- 
batar. 



the sacrament, for a certain time after he 
was brought to this fourth and last step ; so 
cautious were those ancients in admitting of 
men to the sacrament, till they perceived 
lasting, continuing, clear, and real evidences 
of true repentance.^ Three of the degrees 
above mentioned are found in the canons of 
the council of Ancyra, and of the council of 
Nice, namely, the three last. The first, 
which did not admit a man so much as into 
the church to the hearing of the word, as it 
was afterwards added, so it is not so justifi- 
able as the other three. But here is the 
point I desire may be well observed, that of 
old, in the fourth and fifth, yea in the third 
century, men were admitted not only to the 
hearing of the word, but to prayer with the 
church, who yet were not admitted to the 
sacrament of the Lord's supper.* 

The council of Ancyra, neld about the 
year 308, can. 16, appointeth some scanda- 
lous persons to show public signs of repen- 
tance for fifteen years, before they be ad- 
mitted to fellowship with the church in 
prayer ; and for five years thereafter to be 
kept off from the sacrament.' 

The council of Nice doth plainly intimate 
the same thing, that some were admitted to 
prayer, but not to the sacrament.* The dif- 
terent steps of the reception of those that 
had fallen may be likewise proved from the 
council of Arles.^ 



1 AlbaspinsBns, Observ. lib. 2, observ. 25. — Qaod 
si quseratur qnam ob rem antiqui qnartnm ilium 
gradum posuerint, &c. Nulla potest congruentior 
commodiorque afferri ratio, quam qu8B ex rereren- 
tia ac religione petitur, qua adversus sanctam eu- 
charistiam ferebantur: detestabile quippe Deo et 
hominibus, non solum existimabant hominem, vel 
levissima macula inquinatum, aut macules nebula 
offusnm, ad eucharistiam accedere, sed etiam peri- 
culosum absolutos pcenitentes eam tangere et at- 
trectare, quod non satis sancti et sanctificati cense- 
bantur, quibus tanta res committeretur. 

» Causabon, Exerc. 16, p. 397, edit. Francof. 1616. 
Tiutra^is igitur e mysteriis Gentium vox accepta, 
appellabatur statio inter fideles: ibi pcenitentes 
duos perssepe annos agebant ; quod ad csBtera ejus- 
dem conditionis cum fidelibns ; neque jam cum ca- 
techumenis exibant; sola participatione mysteri- 
orum csBteris fratribns inferlores. 

8 Cone. Ancyr. can. 16. — De his qui irrationabili- 
ter versati sunt sive versantur. Quotquot ante 
▼icesimum SBtatis susb annum, tale crimen commi- 
serint, quindecim annis exactis in pcenitentia, com- 
munionem mereantur orationum. Delude quin- 
quennio in hac communione durantes, tunc demum 
oblationis sacramenta contingant. Discutiatur au- 
tem vita eorum, qnales tempore pcBuitudinis exti> 
terint, &c. 

4 Cone. Nicsen. can. 11. — Duobus autem annis 
iidem sine oblatione in oratione sola participent 
populo. 

B Cone. Arelat. 2, can. 11. — Si qui vero dolore victi 
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J. Mich. Dilherms, lib. 2^ Electorum^ 
cap. 1. After the mention of those roiroi 
riaatipgs ixiTifiiAvj doth obseire, that as 
antiquity did go too fiy*, so the latter times 
have fallen too short. '* And this is a chief 
cause whj Christian religion doth hear yery 
ill among manj, because ecclesiastical dis- 
cipline hath waxed cold."^ So much by the 
way. 

This of the seyersl degrees of penitents. 
I shall ^et further insist upon, because this 
alone will proye that we haye antiquity for 
us. Gr^rius Thaumaturgusy* in nis Co- 
nonical Epistle concerning those who, in the 
time of the incursion of the barbarians, had 
eaten things sacrificed to idols, and had com- 
mitted other scandalous sins, doth plainly dis- 
tinguish these fiye things thus : ** 'U irpoff- 
ffXai/flriff, The weeping is without the gate of 
the church, where the sinner must stand, be- 
seeching the faithful that come in to pray for 
him : 'H agpoaany The hearing is within the 
gate in the porch, where the sinner may come 
no nearer tnan the catechumens, and thence 
go out again, &c.: 'H vw6vrmfft$y The sub- 
stration is, that standing within the church 
door, he go forth with the catechumens : 'H 
avoraaUf The consistency is, that he stand 
still together with the faithful, and do not go 
forth with the catechumens : TeXevroiov 4 
fiiOelu T&v hytav/iarrnVf In the last place, 
the participation of the holy mysteries or 
sacrament. He that will read the epistles 
of Basilius Magnus to Amphilochius will 
find these five degrees more particularly dis- 
tinguished, applied to seyeral cases, and 
bounded by distinct interyals of time. It 

et pondere persecntionlB negare et sacrificare com- 
pnlsl snnt, dnobns annis inter catechamenos : trien- 
nio inter poenitentes habeantnr a commnnione sns- 
pensi. Of these pomitent€$ we read also in Codioe 
Canonum EccleticB AfricaiMB, can. 43, 102. And it is 
certain they were admitted to the word, and some to 
prayer, bat not to the sacrament, till the ohnrcH 
was abundantly satisfied with the signs and proofs 
of their tme repentance. 

1 £t cansa non est postrema cnr apnd mnltos 
pessime andiat Christianismns : qnod disciplina ec- 
clesiastica refrixerit. 

s Vide apad Theod. Balsam, can. Greg. Thanmat. 
can. 11. — rletns sen Inctns est extra portam orato- 
rii : nbi peccatorem stantem oportet fideles ingre- 
dientes orare nt pro se preoentar. Anditio est intra 
portam in portion, nbi oportet enm qui peccavit 
stare, nsqne ad catechnmenos, et llUnc egredi. An- 
diens enim, inqnlt, scriptnras, et doctrlnam, ejicia- 
tnr, et precatione indignns censeatnr. Subjectio 
antem sen snbstratio est, nt intra templi portam 
stans cum catechnmenls egrediatnr. Congregatio 
sen oonsistentia est, nt cum fidelibns consistat, et 
cam catechumenis non egrediatnr: postremo est 
partioipatio sacramentorum. 



were too long to transcribe all ; I shall only 

S'ye you some most plain passages to prore 
at there was in Basil's time a suspension 
from the sacrament of the Lord's supper 
alone, or that a man was suspended from the 
sacrament, when he was not suspended from 
hearing and praying among the faithfuL^ 

For further confirmation of the same 
thing, read Cone, Ancyr,, can. 4 — 9, Cone. 
Nicen,f cann. 11 — 14. I do not mean to ap- 

Sroye the too great seyerity of this ancient 
iscipline, nor do I hold it agreeable to the 
will of Christ, that such as giye good signs 
of true repentance, and do humbly confess 
and really forsake their sin, haying also 
made public declaration of their repentance 
to the churdi for remoying the public scan- 
dal, ought notwithstanding of all this to be 
suspended from the sacrament when they 
desire to receiye it ; for the word doth not 
warrant the suspending of scandalous sin- 
ners from the sacrament, until such a set 
determinate time be expired, but only till 
they giye sufficient eyidence of repentance. 
But setting aside this and such like circum- 
stances, the thing itself, the suspending of a 
scandalous person from the sacrament, who 
is not nor ought not to be suspended from 
assembling, hearing, and jpraymg with the 
church, is the wm of Cnrist, as I haye 
proved, and was the commendable practice 
of the ancient church, which is the point I 
now prove against Mr Prynne. 

The council of Ancyra, can. 5, 16, doth 
also appoint the time of suspension firom the 
sacrament to be made shorter or longer, ac- 
cording as the signs of true repentance 
should sooner or latter, more or less, appear 
in the offender. So doth the council of 
Nice, can. 12, and thee ouncil of Carthage, 

1 Vide apud Theod. Balsam. Canonic Epist. Ba- 
silii ad Amphil., can. 4. — Oportet antem non eos 
CTrigamos) omnino arcere ab ecdesia, sed dignari 
auditione duobns Tel tribns annis: et postea per- 
mltti quidem consistere, sen in fidelium esse con- 
gregatione, a boni tamen commnnione abstinere, et 
sic postqnam poenitentisB frnctnm nllnm ostende- 
rint, commnnionis loco restituere. Ibid* can. 61. — 
^EtfinVTOP KiaXvOifaerai fAOvris t^s JCOcvinWas 
TAy itytatrfinruf, anno a sola sacramentorum 
commnnione arcebitnr. Ibid, can. 82. — Qni aotem 
sine necessitate snam fidem prodlderunt : cnm dno- 
bns annis defleverint, et duobns annis audiverint, 
et in quinto in substratione ftierint, et in duobns 

alils, &vev irpoa^opds eis Tijy Ko^ymv^ay rfjs 
irpoa€V\^$ wiipabe\Oevr€t sine oblatione in o- 
rationis commnnionem snscepti extiterint, ita tan- 
dem condigna scilicet pcsnitentia ostensa, in corpo- 
ris Christl commnnionem recipientur. The like see 
can. 66, 64, 66, 80. 
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held under Honorius and Theodosius the 
Lesser,, can. 46. 

If any man shall object against me, and 
say, Peradventure the penitents before spo- 
ken of, were only such as did manifest their 
repentance after excommunication, and these 
several degrees afore-mentioned, were but 
the degrees of their reception or admission 
into the church, so that all this shall not 
prove the suspension from the sacrament of 
persons not excommunicated : I answer, he 
that will think so, will be found in a great 
mistake ; and my argument from antiquity 
wiU yet stand good, for suspending from the 
sacrament persons not excommunicated. For 
first, neither do the canons of the councils of 
Ancyra, and Nice, nor of Gregorius Thau- 
maturgus and Basilius Magnus, nor yet the 
commentators Zonaras and Balsamon, ap- 
ply these five degrees above mentioned to 
persons who had been excommunicated, but 
they speak generally of persons who had 
committed scandalous sins, and afterward 
were converted and appeared penitent ; for 
instance, those who did backsUae and fsdl in 
time of persecution, as multitudes did under 
Licinius and other persecutors, when they 
converted and professed repentance, they 
were received again into the church by 
certam steps and degrees, some more, some 
fewer, according to the quahty of their of- 
fence. No man that hath searched anti- 
quity will say, that all who did fall in time 
of persecution were excommunicated for 
that offence, nor yet that they were all put 
to the TpoffKXavtrts, to the weeping at the 
church door, but yet all of them, even those 
whose offence was least (as the Ltbellatici 
who had taken writs of protection from the 
enemy or persecutor) were put to the ov- 
ar fiats or consiatentiay which was a suspen- 
sion or abstention from the sacrament, even 
when the person was admitted to hear and 
pray with the church. Wherefore the de- 
grees afore-mentioned were degrees of re- 
ceiving into the communion ot the church 
scandalous persons professing repentance. 

Secondly, The ^ty-first canon of BasU 
to AmphUochius, speaketh thus : ^* He that 
hath stolen, if repenting of his own accord 
he accuse himself, shall be for a year re- 
strained from the communion of the holy 
mysteries only; but if he be convict, the 
space of two years shall be divided to him 
unto substration and consistency ; then let 
him be thought worthy of the communion." 
Will any man imagine that a penitent thief 



accusing himself, was excommunicated ? It 
is more than manifest that here was a sus- 
pension of an offender not excommunicated. 
For as soon as the offence was known by the 
offender's accusing of himself, he was sus- 
pended from the sacrament alone for a year, 
and then admitted to the sacrament. Yea, 
he that was convict of theft, was not by this 
canon excommunicated, nor yet put either 
to the vpoffKXovatt, or to the iiKpoatris^ but 
only to the third and fourth degrees. 

Thirdly, By the thirteenth canon of Basil 
to Amphilochius, he that had killed another, 
though in a lawM war, was (for the greater 
reverence to the sacrament^ suspended for 
three years ; and by the fifly-nfth canon, 
he also that killed a robber was suspended 
from the sacrament. I do not justify these 
canons, but only I cite them to prove, that 
by the ancient discipline, persons not ex- 
communicated were suspended from the sa- 
crament; for no man can imagine that a 
soldier shedding blood in a lawful war, or a 
man killing a robber on the highway, was 
therefore excommunicated. 

Fourthly, The eighth General Council, 
called Synodus prima et secunda^ held 
about the year 869, in the thirteenth canon, 
speaking of certain turbulent schismatics (not 
being of the clergy, as the canon speaketh, 
but laics or mon^), appointeth this censure, 
iK^opi^eaduKrav TavreXAs rffi iKKXrialat: Let 
them be totally or altogether separated from 
the church, — ^which intimateth mat there was 
a lesser degree of being separated or suspend- 
ed from communion with the church. Zona- 
ras upon that canon doth so understand it, 
and distinguisheth a double k^fnoixoi : " For 
it is also a separation (saith he) to be excluded 
or restrained from the receiving of the divine 
mysteries only ; but there is another separa- 
tion, which is to be cast out of the church, 
which the canon calleth a total separation, 
as being the heavier or greater censure^" — 
which is the very same distinction with that 
which was afterward expressed under the 
terms of major and minor ^ the greater and 
lesser excommunication. For which also I 
shall give you another proof, as dear and 
older too, taken firom the sixty-first canon <£ 
the sixth General Council, where it is de- 
<areed, that those who resort to magicians, 
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^ *£(rrc yap o^opi0r/ios, Koi ro fi6viit cip- 

plmvy koTt hk KoX TO Iff* Tfi$ ^crXiiffias eiK<if, 
ovwavreX^ lavdfMaaav ^t fiapvrepoy. 
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charmers, fortune-tellers, and such others 
who profess curious and unlawful arts, shall 
faU under the canon of six years' separation. 
" But as for those who persist in such things, 
and do not turn away, nor flee from these 
pernicious and heathenish studies, nnvrajra' 
atp &7roppiirreff6ai rfls eKKXijaias opl^ofAev, 
we appoint them to be altogether cast out of 
the church." Mark the gradation in the 
canon, and the vavTair aoiVj and hear Bal- 
samon's explanation upon it: ''Note from 
this present canon (saith he), that he who 
sinneth and converteth, obtaineth favour, xal 
fierpitat KoXni^erai, and is punished in a lesser 
measure ; but he who persevereth in the evil, 
and is not willingly reduced to that which is 
better, fieyA\ta$ KoXa^erat, is greatly pun- 
ished. For here also, he that cometh and 
confesseth the sin, is to be punished with six 
years' segregation ; but he that persevereth 
m the evil, kKKtipvuros rfji iiCKXriaias ytviiae- 
raty is to be cast out or expelled from the 
church." Add what he had said before, Koi 
ovxiri fjierartSt' opdoboliov avvavXioOrffreTni: 
And shall not, thenceforth, converse with 
the orthodox, — ^which intimateth as plainly 
as anything can be, that there was an cK^opitr- 
fios, a segregation or seauestration used in 
the ancient church, whicn was a lesser cen- 
sure than casting out of the church, and 
from the company of church members. Zo- 
naras seemeth to understand the canon other- 
wise, for he saith nothing of the offender's 
converting and confessing his sin before the 
six years segregation ; but that for the of- 
fence itself (committed, not confessed], a 
man was segregated six years, and aiter- 
ward, if he aid not repent, but continue in 
the offence, that then he was to be cut off 
and cast out of the church, wherein, as I 
take it, he did explain the mind of the coun- 
cil better than Balsamon. However, in that 
point which I now prove, they are most har- 
monious, namely, concerning a greater and 
lesser excommunication. "Wherefore, also, 
the fathers of this synod (saith Zonaras) did 
ordain those who do such a thing, ewi efae- 
riay k^opil^eaQai^ to be segregated for six 
years, &c., kvifiivovras hk tovtois, kuI rfji 
cKKXritrtat itKowreadat, but if they continue 
therein, to be also cut off from the church." 
Fifthly, To suppose that there were no 
p€snitentes in the ancient church but such 
as were excommunicatiy were a greater er- 
ror than that it should need any confuta- 
tion. Yea, there were some penitents who 
did, of their own accord, confess their of- 



fences, which could not have been otherwise 
known, but by such voluntary confession; 
and those, saith Zonaras, Annot in Cone. 
Carth,, can. 46, were most properly called 
penitents, I hope no man will imagine that 
such were excommunicated. But so it was, 
that all the penitents (even such as had 
neither been excommunicated, nor yet fo- 
rensically convict by proof of scandal, but 
did voluntarily confess and convert) were, 
for some season, kept back from the sacra- 
ment, as is manifest by that instance given 
out of Basilius Magnus, of thefl volunta- 
rily confessed, for which, notwithstanding, 
the offender was, for a year, suspended from 
the sacrament. 

Sixthly, It is manifest that there were 
several degrees of censure upon bishops and 
presbyters : They were sometime suspended 
from giving the sacrament, and, as it were, 
sequestered from the exercise of their mi- 
nistry, which suspension or sequestration is 
sometimes called aipopi^iodai, to be sepa- 
rate ; sometimes iiKoiruvifTuv livai, to be 
sequestered from communion, to wit, in the 
exercise of the ministry; or fit) Xetrovp- 
yeiv, not to minister. There was a higher 
censure than this, which was deposition or 
degradation, called afftaipeladai Trjv rtfi^v 
Toif Tp€o€vr€plnv : The honour or degree of 
presbytership to be taken away. Basil's 
phrase is, Tov fiaQfiov Kadaipovvrai : They 
are deposed from their degree. These two 
censures, a suspension or sequestration from 
the ministry, and a total deposition from the 
ministry, are distinguished by the eighteenth 
canon of the council of Ancyra, and the 
sixteenth canon of the council of Nice, com- 
pared with the fifteenth canon of those call- 
ed the Apostles (which certainly were not 
the apostks, yet are ancient). See also 
Zonaras in can. 11., Apost,; likewise both 
him and Balsamon in done. Nice., can. 16. 
Again, there was something beyond all this, 
which was excommunication, or to be wholly 
cast out of the church, a censure sometime 
not inflicted, when the former were ; for a 
minister might be suspended, yea, deposed 
from his ministry, yet permitted to commu- 
nicate or receive the sacrament among the 
people, as is plainly determined, can. 15, 
Apost.y and can. 32, Basilii ad Amphil. If 
there were such degrees of censure appoint- 
ed for bishops and presbyters; how shall we 
suppose that there was no less censure for 
church members than excommunication ? 
For Kadaip€au to a minister, and a<^optofi6s 
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to one of the people, were parallel, — whence 
it is that you will often find in the ancient 
canons, and, namely, of the Sixth General 
Council, He that committeth such a fault, 
if he be one of the laity, let him be segre- 
gated ; if one of the clergy, let him be de- 
posed. As, therefore, a further censure af- 
ter KaBaipeats might fall upon a minister, so 
a further censure after that d^opi<r/ios might 
be inflicted upon one of the people. 

I have now made it to appear that the 
practice, discipline, and canons of the an- 
cient church, are for us in this present con- 
troversy about suspension from the sacra- 
ment. In the next place I will produce 
particular testimonies of fathers. I shall 
take them as they fall to my hand, without 
any curious order. I begin with Isidorus 
Pelusiota, who flourished about the year 
431 or fas others say) 440. In the first 
book of nis Epistles, epist. 143, to Thale- 
leeus, he dissuadeth from giving the sacra- 
ment to three sorts of persons. 1. To Jews. 
2. To heretics, of both which he saith, that 
they had once received the doctrine of truth, 
but did after return with the dog to the vo- 
mit. 3. To persons of a profane and swin- 
ish conversation. Unto all or any of these, 
he holds it unlawful to give the sacrament, 
and that because of a divine prohibition, 
" Give not holy things to dogs, neither cast 
ye pearls before swine." And he conclud- 
eth thus : *H yap irpos tov$ roiovrovs rutv 
fivfrrrioitay iktrahotn% pijEis e<rrty aviy^pros 
T(HS KnrrtpQttpririKois fjeTnbibovtnv : For, saith 
he, the giving of the mysteries to such per- 
sons, is unto those who contemptuously give 
them, a breach out of which they are not 
awaked. 

Dionysius Areopagita (whom I do not 
take to be that Areopagite converted by 
Paul, Acts xvii. ; but certainly he is an 
ancient writer, as is manifest by the scholia 
upon him, written by Maximus, who flour- 
ished about the year 657. He is also cited 
by the Sixth General Council, and by some 
ancient writers), de Ecclesiastica Hierar- 
chia, cap. 3, part 3, sect. 6, 7) having spo- 
ken of the exclusion of the catechumens, 
energumens and penitents, from the s»;ra- 
ment of the Lord's supper, though all these 

1 Margaritas item ne ante porcos projiciamns, 
divino interdicto prohibemor, hoc est ante eos qni 
in yitiosis affectibus volatantar, ac porcinnin ritas 
genus seqnuntnr : ne forte oonculcent eas pedlbns, 
nimirum in sceleratis snis stndiis divino nomini 
contumeliam inferentes: et conyersi disrnmpiant 
vos. « 



hear the word read and preached, he add- 
eth, that unclean, carnal, profane persons, in 
whom Satan reigneth by sin, are worse, and 
ought much less to be admitted to the sacra- 
ment than those who were bodily possessed of 
the devil : " These, therefore (unclean and pro- 
fane persons), as the first, and much rather, 
then, those (energumens), let them be sus- 
pended or sequestrated by the judicial or dis- 
criminating voice of the minister ; for it is not 
Eermitted unto them to partake of any other 
oly thing but the ministry of the word, by 
which they may be converted. For if thw 
heavenly celebration of the divine mysteries 
refuse or repel even penitents themselves 
(although they were sometime partakers 
thereof) tov /tri TrarreXiJs UputTaror 6v vpo~ 
fficfiivri, not admitting him who is not alto- 
gether most holy, &c. (for that most pure 
voice doth also restrain those who cannot be 
joined and knit together with such as do 
worthily communicate in those divine mys- 
teries), surely the multitude of those in 
whom vile lusts and passions do reign, is 
much more profane, and hath much less to 
do with the sight and communion of these 
holy things." The old scholiast Maximus, 
upon that place, saith thus : " Note that he 
reckoneth together with the energumens 
those that continue without repentance in 
the allurements of bodily pleasures, as for- 
nicators, lovers and frequenters of unlawful 
plays, such as the divine Apostle, having 
mentioned, doth subjoin, * with such an one 
no not to eat.' " Where Mr Prynne may 
also note, by the way, how anciently 1 Cor. 
V. 11 was applied, so as might furnish an 
argument against the admission of scandal- 
ous persons to the sacrament. Let us also 
hear the paraphrast Pachymeres upon the 
place : " For if the celebration of the divine 
mysteries refuse even those who are in the 
very course- of repentance, not admitting 
such, because they are not thoroughly or 
wholly purified and sanctified, as it were 
proclaiming itself invisible and incommuni- 
cable unto all who are not worthy to com- 
municate, voWki ye fiaWov airetp^Ofi/rovrai 
TftifTijs 6t en ajifTnroriToi, much more they 
who are yet impenitent are to be restrained 
from it." 

If you please to search farther, take but 
one passage from Cyprian, which speaks 
plainly to me for suspension from the sacra- 
ment ; for he sharply reproves the receiving 
to the sacrament such persons as were not 

excommunicate (for if they had, most cer- 

2L 
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tainly he had mentioned that as the most 
aggravating circumstance), hut having com- 
mitted smaller offences, had not made out 
the course of the public manifesting their 
repentance, according to the discipline of 
the church. 1 

If we shall require more, we have a most 
plain testimony of Justine Martyr, teUing 
us, that at that time they admitted none 
to the Lord's supper, except those only who 
had these three qualifications : 1. They must 
receive and believe the doctrine preached 
and professed in the church. 2. They must 
be washed or baptized unto the remission of 
sins and regeneration. 3. They must be 
such as live according to the rule of Christ. 

His words are these -? " This food is with 
us called the eucharist, which is lawful for 
none other to partake of, but to him that 
believeth those things to be true which are 
taught by us, and is washed in the laver for 
remission of sins and for regeneration, and 
liveth so as Christ hath delivered or com- 
manded." 

Walafridus Strabo* (a diligent searcher of 
the ancients which were before him, and of 
the old ecclesiastical rites), who died about 



1 Cypr. lib. 3, epis. 14. — Nam cum in minoribus 
peccatis agant peccatores poenitentiam jnsto tem- 
pore, et secnndam disciplinsB ordinem ad exomolo- 
gesin veniant, et per manus impositionem episcopi 
et cleri jus communicationis accipiant ; Nunc crudo 
tempore, persecutione adhuc perseverante, nondum 
restituta ecclesiae ipsius pace, ad communicationem 
admittuntur, et offertur nomen eorum, et nondum 
poenitentia acta, nondum exomologesi facta, non- 
dum mann eis ab episcopo et clero imposita, eucha- 
ristia illis datur, cum scriptum sit, Qui ederit panem 
aut biberit calicem Domini indigne, reus erit corpo- 
ris et sanguinis Domini. 

* Just. Martyr, Apol. 2, Kal rpo^)) avrij ca- 
Xe7rai irap' ^pv kv^apiaria^ ^s ovhtvi aWta 
^cratr^ely efov eartv, i) rw viarevoPTi akr/drj 
eivai ra bebibayfiiva vf* ij/Jiwt'y Kai Xovaa- 
^evkf TO vnep a<l>^a€uts afjiapTiQv icrii ets ava- 
yivvfioiv \ouTp6vf jcat ovtws fiiouvrt ws 6 
yptaros vapeboKey. 

8 De Rebus Eccles. cap. 17. — Undo etiam crimi- 
num foeditate capitalium, a membris Christi devi- 
■antes, ab ipais sacramentis ecclesiastico suspendun- 
tur judicio. Et infra. Sciendum enim a Sanctis 
patribus ob hoc vel maxim e constitutum, ut morta- 
ttier peccantes a sacramentis Dominicis arceantur, 
ne indigne ea percipientes, vel majore reatu invol- 
vantur, nt Judas, &;c. Vel ne (quod apostolus de 
Corinthiis dicit) infirmitatem corporis et imbecil- 
litatem, ipsamqne mortem prsBsumptores incurrant. 
£t nt a communione suspensi, terrore ejus exclu- 
sionis, et quodam condemnationis anatliemate com- 
pellantur, studiosius poenitentisB medicamentum ap- 
petcre, et avidius recuperandse salutis desideriis in- 
hiare. 



the year 849, mentioneth this suspension 
from the sacrament, as an ecclesiastical cen- 
sure received from the ancient fathers ; and 
he gives three reasons for it, to prove that 
it is for the sinner's own good to be thus 
suspended. 1. That he may not involve 
himself in greater guiltiness. 2. That he 
may not be chastened of the Lord with sick- 
ness and such other afflictions as the profa- 
nation of that sacrament brought upon the 
Corinthians. 3. That being terrified and 
humbled, he may think the more earnestly 
of repenting and recovering himself. 

It was truly said, that this discipline was 
received from the ancient fathers, which, as 
it appeareth from what hath been already 
said, so the testimony of Chrysostom must 
not be forgotten. He, in his tenth Homily 
upon Matthew, expounding these words. 
Matt. iii. 6, " And were baptized of him 
in Jordan, confessing their sins," noteth 
that the time of confession belongeth to two 
sorts of persons : — To the profane not yet 
initiated, and to the baptized. To the one, 
that, upon their repentance, they might get 
leave to partake in the holy mysteries ; to 
the other, that, being washed in baptism 
from their filthiness, they might come with 
a clean conscience to the Lord's table. His 
meaning is. That neither the unbaptized, 
nor scandalous livers, though they were bap- 
tized, migh the admitted to the Lord's ta- 
ble, whereupon he concludeth : " Let us, 
therefore, abstain from this lewd and disso- 
lute life." The Latin Translation, render- 
ing the sense rather than the words, speak- 
eth more plainly. But there is a most fiill 
and plain passage of Chrysostom in his 
eighty-third Homily upon Matthew, near 
the end thereof, where he saith of the Lord's 
supper, " Let no cruel one, no unmercifiil 
one, none any way impure, come unto it. I 
speak these things both to you that do re- 
ceive, and also to you that do administer. 
Even to you this is necessary to be told, that 
with great care and heedfulness, you distri- 
bute these. There doth no smaJl punish- 
ment abide you, if you permit any whose 
wickedness you know, to partake of this ta- 
ble ; for his blood shall be required at your 
hands. If, therefore, any captain, if the 

1 Tempus qnidem confessionis, aeque et lotis bap- 
tismate, et illotis profieuiisque incumbit: illis qui- 
dem nt post patentia criminum Tulnera poenitentia 
inter veniente curentur, et ad sacra mysteria redire 
mereantur: his verout ablutis in baptismo maculis, 
ad Dominicam mensam munda jam conscientia ac- 
cedant. 
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consul, if he himself that wears the crown 
come unworthily, restrain him, which to do 
thou hast more authority than he hath." 
And after : " But if you say, How shall I 
know this man and that man ? I do not 
speak of those that are unknown, but of 
those that are known. I tell you a horrible 
thing, it is not so ill to have among you 
those that are bodily possessed of the devil, 
as these sinners which I speak of, &c. Let 
us, therefore, put back, not only such as are 
possessed, but all, without distinctiony whom 
we see to come unworthily/, 8fc.^ But if 
thou thyself darest not put him back, bring 
the matter to me, I will permit no such 
thing to be done. I will sooner give up my 
life, than I will give the body of the Lord 
unworthily ; and sooner suffer my blood to 
be poured out, than give the Lord's blood 
unworthily, and contrary to my duty {irapa 
TO irpoarjKoy), to such as are horribly scan- 
dalous." He concludeth that this discipline 
is medicinal and profitable in the church, 
and that the keeping back of the scandalous 
is the way to make many worthy commu- 
nicants. 

Can any man imagme that all such un- 
worthy persons were excommunicate and 
wholly cast out of the church ? Do not all 
Chrysostom's arguments militate against the 
admission of any^ scandalous and unworthy 
person known to be such? Saith he not, 
that all simply or without distinction whom 
they perceived to come unworthily were to 
be put back ? If only excommunicate per- 
sons were kept back from the sacrament, 
what needed all this exhortation to those 
that did administer the sacrament to be so 
careful, cautious and heedful whom they 
would admit ? And if none were to be ex- 
cluded from the sacrament but those that 
were branded with the public infamy of ex- 
communication, what needed this objection 
to be moved. How shall I know such ? 

Moreover, both Cyprian and Ambrose 
do most plainly and undeniably hold forth 
different degrees of church censures, and 
Cyprian is most full and clear concerning 

* Mq Toivrjt' TovTOii eXnvvot/nev fjorov, 

aWa iravras nvXuis ovs af 'ibtufjiey av(tltijs 

Trpofftopras, 

s Ambros. lib. 2, de offic. cap. 27, cui titalas : De 
benignitate et qnod excommnnicatio tardius sit ex- 
erenda ; saith ttius, Sic episcopi affectus boni est nt 
optet sanare infirmos, serpentia anferri ulcera, adu- 
rere aliqua non abacinderef postremo quod sanari 
non potest, cum dolore abscinder«. 



a suspension from the sacrament of persons 
not excommunicated nor cast out of the 
church ;i for, answering a case of conscience 
put to him concerning certain young women 
whose conversation and behaviour with men 
had been scandalous and vile, he resolveth 
that so many of them as did profess repen- 
tance, and forsake such scandalous conver- 
sing and companying together, if they were 
still virgins, were to be again received to 
communicate with the church (namely, in 
the sacrament, from which they had been 
kept back) with premonition given to them, 
that if they should after relapse into the like 
offence, they should be cast out of the church 
graviore censura, with a heavier censure ; 
but that if they were found to have lost their 
virginity, they should make out the whole 
course of public declaration of repentance, 
and so not be so soon admitted to, but longer 
suspended from the sacrament. 

Add hereunto a passage in Augustine* 
plainly intimating that at that time, beside 
reprehension, degradation, and excommuni- 
cation, there were other censures daily used 
in the church, according to the Apostle's 
commandment, 1 Thes. iii. 14, 15. He is 
speaking of the mixture of good and bad in 
the church, and that wicked men may be in 
some sort suffered in the church, provided, 
saith he, that the discipline of excommunica- 
tion, and the other usual censures in the 
church be not neglected, but duly executed 
where it is possible. But what were those 
other censures, if not the suspension of scan- 
dalous and profane persons (not excommu- 
nicated) from the sacraments ? I appeal for 
further proof hereof to one passage more of 
Augustine, de Fide Operihus, cap. 18 ; 
" Whores, stage-players, and others, whoso- 
ever they be, that are professors of public 

1 Cypr. lib. 1, epist. 11, or, according to Pamelius's 
edition, epist. 62. — Quod si poenitentiam hujns illi- 
citi concubitns sui egerint, et a se invicem recesse- 
rint, inspiciantnr interim virgines ab obstetricibus 
diligenter, et si yirgines inventse fuerint, aceepta 
communicatione ad ecclesiam admittantnr, hac ta- 
men interminatione ut si ad eosdem masculos post- 
modnm reversse faerint, ant si cum eisdem in una 
domo et sub eodem tecto simul habitaverint, gra- 
viora censura ejiciantur, nee in ecclesiam postmo- 
dum facile recipiantur. Si autem de eis aliqua cor- 
rupta fuerit deprehensa, cigat poBnitentiam plenam. 

s August, lib. contra Donatist. post coUationem, 
cap. 4. — Ita sane ut nee emend ationis vigilantia 
quiescat, corripiendo, degradando, excommunican- 
do, csBterisqne coercitionibus Ileitis atque concessis, 
quae salva unitatis pace in ecclesia quotidie fiunt, 
secundum prseceptum apostolicum charitate ser- 
yata, qui dixit, Si quis autem non obaudit yerbo 
nostro, &c. 
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filthiness, except such bonds (of wickedness) 
be loosed and broken, are not permitted to 
come unto the sacraments of Christ ; which, 
forsooth, according to their judgment (that 
is, such as would have pro&ne persons bap- 
tized as well as others), should be all admit- 
ted, unless the holy church should retaui the 
ancient and vigorous custom, which cometh 
irom the most clear truth, by which she 
hath it for certain, that they who do such 
things shall not inherit the kingdom of 
God."i 

Whence it will certainly follow, that all 
who were excluded fix>m the Lord's table 
were not excommunicated persons. For, 
First, The church did keep back such scan- 
dalous persons upon this ground, because 
those who are known to live without repen- 
tance in any of those sins of which the 
Apostle saith, that tliey who do such things 
shall not inherit the kingdom of Grod, are 
not fit to be. admitted unto the sacrament 
(for this were to give the seals of salvation 
to those whom the word pronounceth to be 
in a state of damnation). Secondly, Augus- 
tine is there confuting the opinion of some 
(whom he calls Fratres qui aliter sapiunt^ 
brethren who otherwise understood them- 
selves well) whose principles did admit to 
the sacraments all unclean and scandalous 
persons, which cannot be meant of excom- 
municated persons ; for there was never any 
such opinion maintained in the church, that 
all excommunicated persons ought or may 
be received to tlie sacrament. Lastly, Lest 
his meaning should be restricted to the sa^ 
crament of baptism only (of which principally 
and purposely he treateth in that book), he 
speaketh in the plural of the sacraments of 
Christ. 

Observe also these passages of Gregory, 
called the Great, epist., lib. 2, cap. 65, Sicut 
exigente culpa^ quia d sacramento cornmu" 
nionis digne suspenditur^ ita insontibus 
nuUo modo talis debet irrogari vindicta. 
Ibid,, cap, 66. — Et si in vestra coanitione 
cujusquam eum facinorosi crimints reum 
esse pattterit, tunc ex nostra auctoritate 
non solum JDominiei corporis et sanguinis 

1 Meretrioes et histrionea et quilibet alii pablicw 
turpitadinis professores, nisi solutis aut dirnptis 
talibus Tinculis, ad Cliristi Mtoramenta non permit- 
tuntnr aocedere : qni ntique secandam istorum sen- 
tentiam omnes admitterentur, nisi antiquum et ro- 
buatum morem saucta eccieaia retinerit, ex ilia sci- 
licet liquidissinia Teritato venientem, qua certum 
habet, quouiuia qui talia uguut, rcguum Dei uou 
possidebuut. 



eommunione privatus sit, verumetiam in 
monasterium ubi pcsniteritiam agere de^ 
beatf retrudatur. And so much for anti- 
quity in this question. 



CHAPTER XVIII. 

A DISCOVERT OV THE INSTABILITT AND LOOSE- 
NESS OF MR PRYNNE's PRINCIPLES, EVEN 
TO THE CONTRADICTING OF HIMSELF IN 
TWELVE PARTICULARS. 

I shall not need to insist upon his tenth 
point of difference, Vindic, p. 49, nor upon 
his four following queries and conclusion, in 
all which there is no new material point, 
but a repetition of divers particulars spoken 
to and debated elsewhere. As touching 
that hint of a new argument, p. 56, " Con- 
sider the parable of the king's son, where the 
king sent forth his servants to invite guests 
to the wedding supper, who gathered to- 
gether all the^ found, both bad and good, 
that the weddmg might be furnished with 
guests," Matt. xxii. 1 — 11: I answer, 1. 
Some understand here by the bad, ver. 10, 
those who had formerly (before they were 
called and brought home by the gospel) been 
the worst and most vicious among the hear 
thens, so that the words ^'both bad and 
good," make not a distinction of two sorts 
of Christians or church members, but of two 
sorts of heathens not yet called, some of 
them were good, some of them bad, compa- 
ratively, that is, some of them much better 
than others, some of them much worse. So 
Grotius, and long before him Jerome and 
Theophylact upon the place. 2. Others (as 
Bucerus, Tossanus, Cfui^wright, Gomarus*) 
understand by the bad, close hypocrites, who 
appear good so far as the minister and offi- 
cers of me church are able to judge of them. 
These, by a synecdoche of the aenus for the 
species, may be understood bv the bad. And 
so the text will not comprehend scandalous 

1 Gomarus in Matt. zxii. — Neque enim apertos an 
pal am malos, Apostoli aut ulli sancta evangelii 
prsBCones congregare, et eccleBise communioni per 
sacramenta agregare potnerunt ant congregarunt, 
qnod tales a eommunione eoclesiBB tanquam pestes 
illius bint arcendi, sed congregarunt opertos ac tec- 
tOB, quos quia sub ovina peUe sunt lupi et sub externa 
fidri et viuB Christiana) specie, internam fraudem 
ac impietatem teguut (atque ita yere bonis exterius 
pare», imo iuterdum superioros apparent) idcirco 
ab Apostolis aliiaque eTaugelii prwcouibus dignosci 
uou potueruut, &o. 
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and known profane persons. That synec' 
doche generis is often used in Scripture, is 
proved by Sal. Glassius, Pkilohg, Sacrce^ 
Bb. 5, tract. 1, cap. 14. 3. I throw back 
an argument from the same parable against 
himself, for the king showetn his servants 
that he will have unworthy persons kept 
back from the marriage feast, ver. 8, *' Then 
saith he to his servants, the wedding is 
ready, but they which were bidden were not 
worthy ;" Luke xiv. 24, " For I say unto 
you, that none of those men which were bid- 
den shall taste of my supper." The king 
makes it also known that he alloweth none 
to come into this marriage feast, except such 
only as have the " wedding garment" (or, as 
the Syriac, wedding garments) upon them. 
All which is consistent with Mr Prynne's 
principles concerning the admission of luiown, 
scandalous, unworthy persons to the sacra- 
ment, as to a converting ordinance. 3. And 
if all must be brought in or let in to the 
Lord's supper, both bad and good promis- 
cuously and without distinction, then it 
should follow that the ordinances of parliap- 
ment concerning the suspension '^ of all 
sorts of scandalous persons" from the sacra- 
ment are contrary to the will of Christ, 
and that Mr Prynne himself in yielding, p. 
50 and elsewhere, that scandalous, impeni- 
tent, obstinate persons ousht to be not only 
suspended but excommunicated, doth yield 
what his argument concludes to be unlawful. 
And so I come to that which I have here 
proposed, viz., the instability and looseness 
of Mr Prynne's principles in this contro- 
versy. 

By comparing divers passages together, 
I find that he doth profess and pretend to 
yield the question, which yet he doth not 
yield really and indeed. 

1. It is to be observed that he deserteth 
Erastus and that party in the point of ex- 
communication. Ii'or in the Vindication of 
?Us Four Questions^ p. 2, he readily yield- 
eth '* that gross, notorious, scandalous, obsti- 
nate sinners, who presumptuously persevere 
in their iniquities, after private and public 
admonitions, without remorse of conscience 
or amendment, may be justly excommuni- 
cated from the church, tlie society of the 
fiuthful, and all public ordinances, after due 
proof and legal conviction of their scanda- 
lous lives ; and that 1 Cor. v, 13 warrants 
thus much." The Antidote Animadverted, 
in the first page, yieldeth that excommuni- 
cation is an ordinance of God. And indeed 



1 Cor. V. 13, doth not only warrant excom- 
munication as lawful, but enjoin and com- 
mand it as necessary; for the Apostle's words 
are preceptive and peremptory : " Therefore 
put away from among yourselves that wicked 
person." The thing was not indifferent, but 
necessary, and such as could not without sin 
be omitted. However, Mr Prynne's assert- 
ing from that place that it may be, is a de- 
serting of the Erastian party. 

2. Li p. 50 of his Vindicadon, he pro- 
fesseth that his antagonists do contend for 
that which he granteth them with advan- 
tage. They would have scandalous sinners 
suspended from the sacrament : he will 
have them not only suspended firom the sa- 
crament, but excommunicated from all other 
public ordinances. 

3. He confesseth. Ibid., that in some cases 
a person not excommunicated may be sus- 
pended from the sacrament. 

But whatever his concessions may seem to 
be, they are really as good as nothing : For, 
1. He will have none to be suspended from 
the sacrament except such as are ripe for 
excommunication, and against whom the 
sentence of excommunication is ready to be 
pronounced, as persons incorrigible. 2. He 
adniitteth no suspension from the sacrament 
till after several solemn previous public ad- 
monitions, reprehensions, rebukes, contemned 
or neglected: see both these, p. 50. Whence 
you see, that with Mr Prynne's consent, all 
the votes of parliament concerning several 
causes of suspension from the Lord's table, 
shall be of no use to presbyteries, until after 
a long process of time, and after many pre- 
vious public admonitions. So that if one in 
the congregation commit a notorious incest 
or murder a day or two, or a week, before 
the celebration of the sacrament, and the 
thing be undeniably certified and proved 
before the eldership, yet the eldership can- 
not suspend such an abominable scanda- 
lous sinner from the sacrament, hac viccy 
but must first 20 through all those prepara- 
tory steps which are necessary and requisite 
belore excommunication. 

Well, but after all those public previous 
admonitions, shall the sentence of excommu- 
nication follow ? Nay, here also he will have 
presbyteries to go through a very narrow 
lane ; for in the same place he thus de- 
scribeth the persons whom he would have to 
be excommunicated ; they are " scandalous, 
obstinate, peremptory, incorrigible, notori- 
ous sinners, who desperately and professedly 




persevere in their gross scandalous sins," &c. 
But I beseech you, what if they persevere 
in their gross scandalous sins, neither des- 
perately nor professedly? Must they not 
then be excommunicate ? Shall not the of- 
fender be cast out of the church after clear 
proof of the offence, and several previous 
public admonitions contemned or neglected ? 
Must we wait till the adulterer profess that 
he will persevere in his adultery ; and till 
the blasphemer profess that he will perse- 
vere in his blasphemy ? Nay, further, what 
if the offender do neither professedly nor 
actually persevere in his gross scandalous 
sin ? Put the case : He that hath blas- 
phemed once do not blaspheme the second 
time ; and that he who grossly and scanda- 
lously profaned the Lord's day, did it but 
once, and hath not done it again since he 
was reproved. Must this hinder the sen- 
tence of excommunication, when that one 
gross scandal is not confessed, nor any sign 
of repentance appearing in the offender ? 

Moreover, whereas Mr Prynne in his 
fourth query, and in several places of his 
Vindicationy seemeth to allow none to be 
admitted to the Lord's table except such as 
profess sincere repentance for sins past, and 
promise newness of life for time to come : if 
we expound his meaning by his own expres- 
sions in other places, that which he granteth 
bordereth upon nothing; for, p. 13, speaking 
of scandalous sinners' admission to the sa- 
crament, if they profess sincere repentance 
for their sins past, and reformation of their 
lives for time to come, he addeth, " as all do, 
at least in their general confessions before 
the sacrament, if not in their private medi- 
tations, prayers," &c. ; and a little after he 
saith, that " all who come to receive, do al- 
ways make a general and joint confession of 
their sins before God and the congregation," 
&c. And then he addeth, p. 14, " Yea I 
dare presume, there is no receiver so des- 
perate, that dares profess when he comes to 
receive, he is not heartily sorry for his sins 
past, but resolves to persevere impenitently 
m them for the future, though afterward he 
relapse into them, as the best saints do to 
their old infirmities," &c. I know the best 
saints have their sinful infinnities, but whe- 
ther the best do relapse to their old infir- 
mities may be a question. And, however, 
he doth open a wide door for receiving to 
the sacrament all scandalous sinners not ex- 
communicated, if they do but tacitly join 
in the general confession of sins made by the 



whole church, or do not contradict those ge- 
neral confessions, and profess impenitency 
and persevering in wickedness, though in 
the meantime uiere be manifest real symp- 
toms of impenitency, and no confession 
made of that particular sin which hath given 
public scandal. Wherefore I say plainly 
with the Professors of Leyden, Synops, Pur, 
Theol.y disp. 48, thes. 35, the administra- 
tion of this censure of suspension from the 
Lord's table hath place in these two differ- 
ent cases, " either when one that is called a 
brother hath given some heinous scandal of 
life or doctrine, who after admonition doth 
indeed by word of mouth profess repentance, 
but yet doth not show the fruits meet for 
repentance, that so the scandal might be ta- 
ken away from the church ; or when he 
doth not so much as in words promise or 

Erofess repentance," &c. Martin Bucerus 
ath a notable ^eech to this purpose, de 
Regno Christie fib. 1, cap. 9 : '* To hold it 
enough that one do profess by word only 
repentance of sins, and say that he is sorry 
for his sins, and that he will amend his life, 
the necessary signs and works of repentance 
not being joined with such profession, it is the 
part of Antichrist's priests, not of Christ's." 
In the next place it is to be taken notice 
of, how palpably and grossly Mr Prynne 
contradicteth himself in divers particulars ; 
which being observed, may peradventure 
make himseU more attentive in writing, and 
others more attentive in reading such subi- 
tane lucubrations. The particulars are these 
which follow : — 

1. Vindic.y p. 17, he saith, the confession 
of sin which was made at the trespass-offer- 
ings, was '* not to the priest, classis, or con- 
gregation, but to God alone." 

In the very same page he saith, " None 
were kept off from making their atonement 
by a trespass-offering, if tney did first con- 
fess their sins to Go<^ though, perchance, his 
confession was not cordial, or such as the 
priests approved, but external only in show." 
I beseech you, how could it be at all judged 
of whether it was external and only in show 
if it was made to God alone ? Nay, if it was 
made to God alone, how could it be known 
whether he had confessed any sin at all, and 
so, whether he was to be admitted to the 
trespass-offering or not ? 

2. Vindic, p. 50, he freely granteth 
*' that all scandalous, obstinate, peremp- 
tory, incorrigible, notorious sinners, who 
desperately and professedly persevere in 



their gross scandalous sins, to the dishon- 
our of Christian religion, the scandal of the 
congregation, the ill example and infection 
of others, after several solemn previous puh- 
lic admonitions, reprehensions, rebukes, con- 
temned or neglected, and full conviction of 
their scandal and impenit6ncj,ma7and ought 
to he excommunicated^ suspended," &c. 

VindiCf p. 67, " Certainly the speediest, 
best and only way to suppress all kinds 
of sins, schisms, to reform and purge our 
churches from all scandalous offences, will 
be for ministers not to draw out the sword 
of excommunication and suspension against 
them, which will do little good, but the 
sword of the Spirit, the powerfiil preaching 
of God's word, and the sword of the civil 
magistrate." If this be the best and only 
way to suppress sin, and to reform and 
purge the churches, how is it that some 
scandalous sinners may and ought to be ex- 
communicated ? 

3. VindiCy p. 60, " Where the fact is 
notorious, the proofs pregnant, the sentence 
of excommunication ready to be pronounced 
against them as persons impenitently scan- 
dalous and incorrigible, percmance the pres- 
bytery or classis may order a suspension 
from the sacrament, or any other ordi- 
nances, before the sentence of excommuni- 
cation solemnly denounced, if they see just 
cause." 

Yet all along he disputes against the sus- 
pending from uie sacrament of a person un- 
excommunicated, and not suspended from 
all other public ordinances and society of 
God's people. And, p. 60, arguing for the 
right of all visible members of the visible 
church to the sacrament, he saith, that ** no- 
thing but an actual excommunication can 
suspend them from this their right." 

4. VindiCf p. 17, he saith, that " a par- 
ticular examination of the conscience, and 
repentance for sin, is nowhere required in 
Scripture of such as did eat the passover." 
And herein he distinguisheth the trespass- 
offerings and the passover : that in bringing 
a trespass-offering men came '* to sue for 
pardon, and make atonement," and that 
therefore confession of sin was necessary; 
" but in the passover there was no atone- 
ment, &c., but only a commemoration of 
God's infinite mercy in passing over the Is- 
raelites' first-bom when he slew the Egyp- 
tians'." 

Vindic.j p. 24, he saith, that the pass- 
over was " the same in substance with the 



eucharist under the gospel, wherein Christ 
was spiritually represented and received as 
well as in the Lord's supper." But how 
can this be if repentance for sin was not 
necessary in the passover, and if it was on- 
ly a commemoration of a by-past temporal 
mercy in sparing the first-bom of the Is- 
raelites ? 

6. Vindic,, p. 18, he saith, that imme- 
diately before the institution of the sacra- 
ment, Christ told his disciples that one of 
them should betray him, and that Judas was 
the last man that said. Is it I? *^ imme- 
diately before the institution." And, p. 27, 
he saith that the other disciples did eat the 
sacrament with Judas, "ailer Christ had 
particularly informed them, and Judas him- 
self, that he should betray him." 

Yet, p. 26, he reckoneth that very thing 
to have been after the institution of the sa- 
crament; for to that other objection, that Ju- 
das went out before supper ended, immediate- 
ly after he received the sop, whereas Christ 
did not institute the sacrament till afler 
supper, he makes this answer. That the dip- 
ping of the sop (at which time Judas said, 
" Is it I ?") was at the common supper, 
which, saith he, succeeded the institution of 
the sacrament, so that the sacrament was 
instituted after the paschal, not after the 
common supper. And, p. 19, he argues 
that Judas did receive the sacrament, upon 
this ground, **that all this discourse, and 
the giving of the sop to Judas, was after 
supper ended ; but Christ instituted and dis- 
tributed the sacrament (at least the bread) 
as he sat at meat, as they were eating," 
before supper quite ended. 

6. Vindic.f p. 42, speaking of ungodly 
scandalous sinners, he plainfy intimateth 
that the receiving of the sacrament of the 
Lord's supper is " more likely to regener- 
ate and change their hearts and lives" than 
the word preached. And in that same page 
he holdeth, that this sacrament is *' certain- 
ly the most powerful and effectual ordinance 
of all others to humble, regenerate, convert." 
The like see p. 44, 46 ; and p. 62, " Yea, no 
doubt many debauched persons have been 
really reclaimed, converted, even by their 
access and admission to the sacrament." 

VindiCf p. 67, he ascribeth the power 
of godliness m many English congregations 
to powerful preaching, and saith, that this 
sword of the Spirit, tne powerful preaching 
of God's word, and the sword of^the civil 
magistrate, " are only able to effect this 
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work," to suppress all kindB of sins, schisms, 
to reform and purge the churches. If this 
he ** the speecuest, hest, and only way to 
suppress all kinds of sins, schisms, to reform 
and purge our churches from all scandalous 
offences, tm he there saith, and if the word 
and the magistrate are only able to effect 
this work, how is it that the Lord's supper 
doth change men's hearts and lives, and 
that more effectuallj than any other ordi- 
nance ? Again, p. 37) he saith, he hath in 
other treatises ot his proved " God's pre- 
sence and Spirit to be as much, as really 
present in other ordinances, as in this" of 
the Lord's supper. How then makes he 
this sacrament to be the most powerM and 
effectual ordinance of all others, to humble, 
regenerate, convert ? 

7* Vindie.f p. 40, he makes the sacra- 
ment to be a seal to the senses of unworthy 
persons, but not to their souls. In this lat- 
ter sense he saith it is a seal ^' only to wor- 
thy, penitent, believing receivers." 

Yet, p. 44, 46, the strength of his tenth 
argument lies in this, that the sacrament 
sealeth unto the communicants' souls, yea, 
to the flintiest heart and obduratest spirit, 
the promises, an union with Christ, assure 
ance of everlasting life, and therefore, in 
regard of the seating of all these particulars 
unto men's souls, must needs convert an 
obdurate unregenerate sinner : which argu- 
ment were nonsense if it did not suppose the 
sacrament to seal all these particmars even 
to the souls of unregenerate sinners. Mark 
but these words of his own : *' Since that 
which doth seal all these particulars to 
men's souls, and represent them to their 
saddest thoughts, must needs more power- 
fully persuade, pierce, melt, relent, convert 
an obdurate heart and unregenerate sin- 
ner," &c. 

8. Vindicj p. 28, he admitted that a 
minister ought in duty and ccmscience to 
(rive wamine to unworthy persons of the 
Sanger of l^worthy approving to the 
Loid's table, ''and senously dehort them 
from coming to it unless they repent, re- 
form, and come prepared." 

Ftndic, p. 4o, He tells us of an old er^ 
ror in forbidding drink to those who were 
inflamed with burning fevers, which physi- 
cians of late have corrected, by suffering 
such to drink freely. He desires that this 
old error of physicians may not enter among 
divines; for as drink doth extinguish the 
unnatural heat, which else would kill the 



diseased, so '' feverish Christians, burning in 
the flames of sins and lusts" ought to be per- 
mitted freely to come to the Lord's table, 
because they '* need it most to quench their 
flames." Do these now repent, reform, and 
come prepared ? Yet here he makes it a 
sin to forbid them to come to the Lord's 
table. Though he applieth it against sus- 
pension, yet the ground he goeth upon 
makes it a soul-murdering sin so much as 
to dehort them firom that which they need 
most to quench the flames of their lusts. 

9. VindiCf p. 37, " I answer. First,. That 
the minister doth not administer the sacra- 
ment to any known impenitent sinners un- 
der that notion, but only as penitent sin- 
ners, truly repenting of their sins past." 
The meaning of whicn words cannot be that 
the minister gives the sacrament to known 
impenitent sinners, while known to be im- 
penitent, and yet he gives the sacrament to 
those known impenitent sinners, hot as im- 
penitent, but as penitent, — which were a 
mighty strong buU. But the meaning must 
needs be, that the minister gives the sacra- 
ment to such as have been mdeed formerly 
looked upon as impenitent sinners, and 
known to be such, but are now, when they 
come to the sacrament, looked upon under 
the notion of penitent sinners, and that the 
minister gives the sacrament to none except 
only under the notion and supposition that 
they are truly penitent. 

This, as it osusts down what himself hath 
built, in point of the converting ordinance 
(for if the sacrament be not adnunistered to 
any known impenitent sinners, under that 
notion, but " only as penitent," then it doth 
not work, but suppose, repentance and con- 
version in the receivers, and so is not a con- 
verting ordinance to any receiver^, so also 
it is inconsistent with what himself addeth 
in the very same place. Secondly, saith Mr 
Prynne, "He (the minister) useth these 
words, ' The body of Christ which was bro- 
ken, and the blood of Christ shed fDr you,' 
&c., not absolutely, but conditionally only, 
in case they receive the sacrament worthily, 
and become penitent and believing receivers, 
as they all profess themselves to oe, just so 
as they preach repentance and remission to 
their auditors ; therefore the case is just 
the same in both (the word preached and 
the sacrament) without any difference." 
Here Christ is offered in the sacrament as 
well as in the word, and accordingly the 
sacrament administered to known mapeni- 
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tent sinners under that notion, and as still 
known to be impenitent, upon condition that 
they become penitent. 

10. Vindic. p. 62, " It being only the 
total exclusion from the church and all 
Christian society (not any bare suspension 
from the sacrament) which works both 
shame and remorse in excommunicate per- 
sons, as Paul resolves, 2 Thess. iii. 14 ; 1 
Cor. V. 13, compared with 1 Cor. v. 1 — 11." 

Yet, p. 4 and 10, he denieth that either 
1 Cor. V. 9, 11 ; or 2 Thess. iii. 14, can 
amount to any excommunication or exclu- 
sion from the church, and expounds both 
these places of a private withdrawing of civil 
fellowship, without any public judicial act or 
church censure. 

11. In his " Epistle to the reader," before 
his Vindication, he disclaimeth that which 
some conceived to be his opinion, viz., that 
the ministers and elders of Christ's church 
" ought not to be trusted with the power of 
church censures, or that all of them are to 
be abridged of this power ;" and professeth 
that these debates of his tend only to a re- 
gular orderly settlement of the power of 
presbyteries, " not to take from them all ec- 
clesiastical jurisdiction due by divine right 
to them, but to confine it within certain de- 
finite limits." 

Diotrephes Catechised, p. 7, " It is the 
safest, readiest way to unity and reformation, 
to remit the punishment of all scandalous 
offences to the civil magistrate, rather than 
to the pretended, disputable, questioned au- 
thority of presbyteries, classes, or congre- 
gations." 

12. Vindic, p. 2, He agreeth with his 
opposites, that scandalous obstinate sinners, 
after proof and conviction, " may be justly 
excommunicated from the church, &c. ; and 
that 1 Cor. v. 13, warrants thus much, &c. 
So that thus far there is no dissent on either 
part." Remember the present controversy 
which he speaks to is concerning excom- 
munication in England, and so under a 
Christian magistracy. 

Diotrefhes Catechised, p. 9, 10, He 
plainly intimateth that 1 Cor. v. 13, is no 
satisfactory argument " for the continuance 
and exercise of excommunication" in all 
churches, and where ''the magistrates be 
Christian." And that those who press this 
text, may as well conclude from the very next 
words, 1 Cor. vi. 1 — 9, " that it is unlawful 
for Christians to go to law before any Chris- 
tian judges now," &c. Where by the way 



it is also to be noted, that he should have 
said " before any heathen judges." Other- 
wise the argument cannot be parallel. 

I shall now close with four counter que- 
ries to Mr Prynne. 

1. Since diu deliberandum quod semel 
statuendum, which is a received maxim ap- 
proved by prudent men, and God himself, 
as his epistle to the reader saith, whether 
was it well done to publish his subitane lu- 
cubrations (as himself in that preface calls 
them), and upon so short deliberation to en- 
gage, in this public and litigious manner, 
against the desires of the reverend and 
learned Assembly, especially in a business 
wherein it is well known the hearts of 
godly people do generally go along with 
them ? 

2. Whether Mr Prynne's language be 
not very much changed from what it was in 
the Prelate's times, seeing, Vindic, p. 7, he 
hath these words : " Our opposites generally 
grant," ^c, citing, only Cartwright ? And 
are the old nonconformists, of blessed me- 
mory, now opposites ? Where are we ? I 
confess, as he now stands affected, he is op- 
posite to the old nonconformists, and they to 
him. For instance, Mr Hildersham, lect. 
5 |on Psal. li., holdeth, that all open and 
scandalous sinners should do open and pub- 
lic repentance, and acknowledge their scan- 
dalous sins in the congregation, otherwise to 
be kept back from the holy communion. 
And while Mr Prynne pleadeth that Matt, 
xviii. 15 — 17 is not meant of a presbytery 
or of any church censure, he manifestly dis- 
senteth from the nonconformist, and joineth 
issue with Bishop Bilson, de Gubem. Eccl, 
c. 4, and Sutlivius, de Presbyterio, cap. 9, 
pleading for prelacy against presbytery. 

3. Seeing the business of excommunica- 
tion and sequestration from the sacrament, 
now in pubhc agitation, is a matter of great 
moment, much difficulty, and very circum- 
spectly to be handled, established, to pre- 
vent profanation and scandal on the one 
hand, and arbitrary, tyrannical, papal, do- 
mineering power over the consciences, the 
spiritual privileges of Christians, on the 
other (these are his own words in the pre- 
face of his queries), whether hath he gone 
in an even path to avoid both these evils ? 
Or whether hath he not declined to the left 
hand, while he shunned the error of the 
right hand ? Whether hath he not so gone 
about to cure the heat of the liver, as to leave 

a cold and phlegmatic stomach uncured? 
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And whether doth he not trespass against 
that rule of his own last cited, when he ad' 
viseth this as the hest and only way to sup- 
press all kind of sins, and to reform and 
purge the churches of this kingdom, that 
the sword of excommunication and suspen- 
sion he not drawn, hut only the sword of the 
Spirit and the sword of the magistrate? 
Vindic, p. 57. Finally, Whether, in this 
kingdom, there he more cause to fear and 
apprehend an arbitrary, tyrannical, papal, 
domineering power over the consciences of 
Christians (where church discipline is to be 
so bounded by authority of parliament, that 
it be not promiscuously put in the hands of 
all, but of such against whom there shall be 
no just exception found, yea, are or shall be 
chosen by the congregations themselves, who 
have also lately abjured, by a solemn cove- 
nant, the Popish and Frelatical government) ? 
Or whether we ought not to be more afraid 
and apprehensive, that the ordinances of 
Christ snail hardly be kept from pollution, 
and the churches hardly purged from scan- 
dals, there being many thousands both gross- 
ly ignorant, and grossly scandalous ? 

4. I desire it may be ^upon a review) 
seriously considered, how little truth, wis- 
dom, or charity, there is in that suggestion 
of Mr Prynne, p. 57, that the lives of the 
generality of the people are " more strict, 
pious, less scandalous and licentious in our 
English congregations, where there hath 
been powerful preaching, without the prac- 
tice of excommunication or suspension from 
the sacrament, than in the reformed churches 
of France, Germany, Denmark, or Scotland, 



for which I appeal to all travellers," &c. I 
confess it is a matter of great humiliation to 
the servants of Christ, that there is occasion 
to exercise church discipline and censures in 
the reformed churches, yet this is no other 
than what was the condition of the apostolic 
churches; 1 Cor. xii. 21, " I fear (saith the 
Apostle) lest, when I come again, my €rod 
will humble me among you, and that I shall 
bewail many which have sinned already, and 
have not repented of the uncleanness, and 
fornication, and lasdviousnea. which they 
have committed." And this is not the only 
testimony concerning scandals and disorderly 
walking in those primitive churches ; but as 
for those who are so rigid in their censures 
against the government of the reformed 
churches, I answer to them, as Jerome did 
of the Montanists : " They are rigid, not to 
the end that themselves also might not com- 
mit worse sins; but this difference there is be-* 
tween them and us, that they are ashamed to 
confess their sins, as if they were righteous : 
we, while we repent, do the more easfly obtain 
mercy."^ Mr Prynne, and others of his pro- 
fession, are not very willing that such an eccle- 
siastical discipline be established in England, 
as is received and settled in Scotland and 
other reformed churches ; but if once the 
like sin -searching, sin-discovering, and sin- 
censuring discipline, were received and duly 
executeain England, then (and not till then) 
such comparisons may (if at all they must) 
be made, between the lives of the generality 
of the people in England, with those in other 
reformed churches^ which of them is more 
or less licentious and scandalous. 



AN APPENDIX TO THE THIRD BOOK. 



WHAT ARE THE CHIEF OBSTACLES HINDERING EXCOMMUNICATION ? 



A Testimony of Mr Fox, Author of the 
Book of Martyrs, taken out of a Treatise 
of his, printed at London, 1551, entitled 
"2)e Censura JEcclesiastica InterpeUatio J, 
Foxi,*^ the Eighth Chapter of which Treor 
tise is here Translated out of Latin into 
English, — That the thought and care of ex- 



communication hath now so far waxed cold, 
almost in all the churcihes, is to be ascribed (as 
appeareth) unto three sorts of men. The first 

1 Rigidi antem snnt, non qno et ipsi perjora non 
peccent : sed hoc inter nos et illos interest, qnod illi 
erubescunt confiteri peccata, quasi justi : nos dnm 
posnitentiam agimus, facilias yeniam promeremar. 
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is of those whose minds the wealth of this 
world, and high advancement of dignity do 
so hf^ up, that they are ashamed to suh- 
mit the neck to the obedience of Christ. 
What (say these) ! Shall that poor fellow lay 
a yoke on me ? What I Should I be sub- 
ject to this naughty and rude pastor ? But 
let go, good Sir, your vain, swelUng, empty 
wo^s ; how rude soever he be, yet, if he be 
your pastor, you must needs be a sheep of 
the flock, whom, if he doth rightly instruct, 
so much the more dutifully you must submit. 
But if otherwise, it is the fault of the man, 
not of the ministry. To those, at least, yield, 
thyself to be ruled, whom thou knowest to be 
more learned. But go to, thou which canst not 
ffiifer a man to be uiy pastor; to whom then 
wilt thou submit thyself? Unto Christ him- 
self, thou say est I Very well, forsooth. This, 
then, is of such importance, that Christ, for 
thy cause, must again leave the heavens, or, 
by his angels or archangels, feed and go- 
vern thee, whom these mean men, the pas- 
tors, do not satisfy. But what if it so pleased 
the Lord by these mean pastors, as tbou call- 
est them, to cast down and confound all the 
highest stateliness and pride of this world, 
even, as of old, by a few and contemptible 
fishers, he subdued not only the high and 
conceited opinion of philosophers, but even 
the sceptres of kings also ? Now, what will 
thy boasting magnificence say? But hear 
what Christ himself saith of them, whom 
thou, from thy high loftiness, lookest down 
upon as unworthy : " He that despiseth you, 
despiseth me," saith he. And, moreover, 
whoso despiseth Christ despiseth Him from 
whom he is sent, and who said unto him, 
" Thou art my Son, this day have I begot- 
ten thee : Ask of me, and I will give thee 
the heathen for thine inheritance, and the 
utmost ends of the earth for thy possession : 
Thou shalt rule them with a rod of iron, 
and break them in pieces, like a potter's 
vessel." Wherefore, seeing thou dost ac- 
knowledge so great a Lord, so many ways 
above all majesty whatsoever can be named, 
let it not be grievous to thee (my brother 
whosoever thou art, or with how great power 
soever thou art highly advanced), laying a- 
side thy high looks and pride, to be hum- 
bled under his mighty hand; and do not 
think it a light matter (whereas thou enter- 
tainest, with so great applause and honoura- 
ble respect, an earthly king's ambassadors), 
that thou shouldest disdain the ambassadors 
of him, who alone hath power over all kings 



and lords* If thou yieldest unto a mortal 
physician thy wounds to be handled, yea, to 
be cut also, and to be burned and seared (if 
«need be), how cometh it that thou canst 
less endure the same thing also, in the Cur- 
ing of the diseases of the soul, from the spi- 
ritual Physician, especially seeing, in so many 
respects, better is the health of the soul than 
of the body ? Nor do thou so account any 
whit, in this regard, to be impaired of thy 
honour, if, unto thy bishop or pastor, yea, 
rather herein to Christ, thou be subjected. 
Yea, contrariwise, so account as the thing is 
indeed, that there is no true glory but in 
Christ and in his sheepfolds, that none do 
more prosperously reign than they which 
every way do serve . him, without whom, as 
there is no ^ory, so is there no safety a^d 
salvation. Neither let it seem disgraceful 
to thee, what, so many ages ago, the most 
high monarchs of the world, and most 
potent emperors, have done before thee, 
amongst whom Philip, as he was the first 
of all the emperors who was made a Chris- 
tian, so I meet with no other more famous 
example, and more worthy of all men's imi- 
tation. He, willing to be present at the 
solemn assemblies of the church on Easter, 
and to communicate of the sacrament, when, 
as yet, he was judged not worthy of admis** 
sion, it is reported that Fabian the bishop 
withstood him, neither did receive him be- 
fore he confessed his sins and stood among 
the penitentiaries. What would those our 
proud ffiants, fighters against God, do here, 
if theyTiad stood in the like condition and 
high place? But this no less mild than 
most mighty emperor, was nothing ashamed 
(forgetting in the meanwhile his imperial 
majesty), of his own accord, to submit hunself 
to the obedience of his pastor, undergoing 
everything whatsoever in the name of Christ 
was imposed upon him. O, truly noble em- 
peror, and no less worthy bishop ! But these 
examples, in both, are too rare amongst us 
this day. 

Another sort is of those which would be 
Christians but in name and title only. They 
promise an honest enough show of Christian 
profession ; they dispute both learnedly and 
everywhere, with great endeavour, of Christ; 
they carry about m their hands the gospel ; 
they frequent sacred sermons, have <jast off 
all superstition ; they feed with the perfect ; 
they marry, eat, and are clothed, so as they 
hold no difference, either of times or places. 
Finally, Whatsoever is pleasing in Christ 
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thej take 'and stiffly hold. But if je look 
into their life, they are epicures, wasters, 
rayenouSyOoyetons, sons of Belial; not Christ's 
senrantSy hut slaves of their helly, who, ac- 
cording to the satirist, think yirtne to he 
hut words, as the wood to he hut trees. 
And of these there is a great store eyery- 
where, who, seeing only for their helly they 
follow Christ, they leave nothing undevised 
and unenterprised to hinder exoommuni- 
cation, that so they may the more freely 
satisfy and serve their own lusts. So the 
covetous man feareth that his covetousness 
he called in question, which he will not for- 
sake. The adulterer, he that huyeth or 
selleth men into slavery, the dicer, the 
whoremonger, the drunkard, would rather 
his intemperance to he concealed. So the 
rohher, the murderer, the incendiary, is 
afraid to he laid open or made known. So 
he that delighteth to he &tted and enriched 
with the damages of the commonwealth, is 
unwilling to have any bridle to curb and re- 
strain him. The cheater, that with false 
wares heguileth the people ; the seller, that 
with unjust gain outeth counterfeit wares; 
the deceiver, who cozeneth and circnmvent- 
eth his neighbour. Last of all, whosoever 
are thus affected, that they savour or follow 
nothing but their belly, their ambition, and 
the purse, they do not willingly endure that 
their liberty of sinning should be stopped to 
them. 



Moreover, after these, others not much 
unlike them, come into the same account, 
which, out of some places of Scripture per- 
versely wrested, if tney find out aught that 
may flatter their affections, hence forthwith 
do they promise a wicked liberty of sinning 
to themselves and others, whence follows a 
very great corruption of life, together with 
injury of the Scripture. While these men 
are not sufficiently shaken and stricken with 
the sense of their sin, and force the Scrip- 
ture, violently wrested to defend and main- 
tain their perverse affections, from which 
Scripture it nath been meet to seek all me- 
dicines of their vices. But little do these 
men, in the meanwhile, consider how dear 
it cost Christ, which Ihey make so small 
account of. They do not mark and weigh 
how horrible a thing sin is before €rod, 
which no otherwise could be expiate and 
purged, but by the death of his only begot- 
ten Son, which hath utterly ruinated not 
whole cities, but kingdoms also, and mo- 
nardiies. . 

Which things, if these and all other epi- 
cures did more diligently think of, it would 
come to pass, I suppose, that neither the 
custom oisin would so much like them, and, 
withal, the matter itself would so far draw 
them, that more willingly they would have 
recourse unto these so many ways whole- 
some remedies of the church, as unto the 
only medicine of man's life. 



TH£ END. 
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